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One or the Probate Rules requires that every testamentary 

per shall be marked (or signed) by the person proving it and 

y the commissioner before whom he issworn. In —s 
with this rule it is a common practice for the executor and com- 
missioner to place their signatures close against those of the 
testator and witnesses, and occasionally an executor who is a 
legatee is allowed to sign his name beneath the attestation 
clause, necessitating a certificate by the commissioner that the 
signature was written on the occasion of his being sworn, in 
0 to prevent his legacy ree at some future time disputed 
on the ground that he had si as a witness. The desire has 


been expressed by the authorities of the Principal Probate 
Registry that the signatures of executors and commissioners 
should be kept as far as possible from the writing of the will 
iteelf, and that-they should be written on the blank page or 


fly-sheet where there happens to be one. 





A conrEsporpgyt, whose letter will be found in another 
column, calls attention to the discrepancy between the state- 
ment contained in our article last week, to the effect that where 
no defence is delivered in an action for a debt the plaintiff may 
enter judgment in default without order, and the paragraph in 
the Annual Practice, 1898, under ord. 27, r. 2, stating that an 
order is necessary. There is no doubt that the paragraph in 
question was correct at the time of the publication of the 
Annual Practice; for if our correspondent will look at our 
remarks on the subject in a former issue (ante, p. 2), he will see 
the first intimation which was given that the ambiguous passage 
in ord. 30, r. 1, was to be reail so as to exclude the necessity for 
an application for leave to enter judgment in default of defence. 
Up to that time, we believe, no judgments in default had been 
entered without order since the 25th of October. Although no 
rule or direction was published, it appears from a statement in 
Mr. Sraincer’s fie, on Zhe Summons for Directions (p. 21), 
that ‘‘instructions were received at the Judgment Office that 
judgments in default of defence on claims for liquidated 
Sate under ord. 27, r. 2, were to be entered without order, 
and without any application for leave.’”’ Although, therefore, 
an order was at first considered necessary in these cases, it has 
now ceased to be so. 





Tue peciston of Waicut, J., in Re Land Mortgage Bank of 
Florida (Limited) (reported elsewhere) is an important recog- 
nition of the fact that it is still possible to carry out the 
voluntary liquidation of a company free from official in- 
terference. The company having got into difficulties, and 
' being unable to meet its obligations under its debentures, 
went into voluntary liquidation, and a scheme was arranged 
aw the uncalled capital was to be called up, and a 

of it applied in paying a first dividend to the deben- 
holders. Any surplus of the proceeds of the call was to be 
— at the discretion of the liquidators for management and 
er expenses. It was apparently anticipated that the com- 
pany would ultimately overcome its difficulties, and the scheme 
gave the liquidators large powers with a view to the protection 
of the assets. The scheme was sanctioned by the court under 
the Joint-Stock Arrangement Act, 1870, and in pursuance of it 
a trust deed was executed which bound the liquidators to the 
due application of the funds in their hands. It has now, how- 
ever, contended on behalf of the Board of Trade that, not- 
withstanding the control conferred upon the liquidators with 
the immediate sanction of the court, they are bound to pay into 
the Companies’ Liquidation Account under section -15 (3) of the 
Companies Act, 1890, the balance of the calls in their hands as 
being ‘‘ undistributed assets ” of the company within the mean- 
ing of the section. Undistributed, of course, in a literal sense 
they are, but their distribution has been already duly provided 
for, and to have applied the section would have been to withdraw 
from the liquidators the discretionary power of management 
which the court had vested in them. Waricut, J., declined, 
accordingly, to order the payment over of the fund. 





THE LICENSING justices of the Strand Division adopted some 
time ago a resolution not to allow the transfer of a licence from 


Geis hed peal an made 





one tenant to another tenant unless the first tenant had been in | 
occupation of the house for at least twelve months. Shortly | 
after letting a certain house toa new tenant, the owner sold the © 


house, and the purchaser, wishing to have a person of his own 
choice in the house, got rid of the tenant whom he found in 

ion, and the new tenant in due course applied for a 
transfer of the licence, It was admitted that the applicant was 
a man of good character, and that the house was a quiet and 
orderly one; but because of the rule above referred to the 
magistrates would not listen to the merits of the case, and 
refused the application. A few days ago an appeal from this 
decision was heard at the Clerkenwell Sessions. The transfer 4 


was ted, and the a all ith costs. There have, ! 
we “cases of success = to the same — 
t 


court of an almost precisely similar nature. can hardly be 
doubted, in the face of decided cases, that justices have no right } 
to make general tules to fetter their discretion in deaing sith 
cases which come béforé them. Since Shgrp v. Wa (3 
W.R. 561; 1891, A. 0. 173) it is established beyond question 
that justices have complete discretion to grant, renew, or 
transfer licences; this discretion, however, must be exercised 
judicially, and it was plainly stated in the judgments of the 
ouse of Lords that it is improper for justices to express a 
general intention to deal in a certain manner with all licences, and 
that it is their duty to consider each individu i | 
merits. 








. 2. 757) the respon- 
own a resolution that they would 
grant no new licences. Consequently, when the appellant 
applied for a new licence, they refused to even hear what he had 
to say. The High Court, however, held that magistre 
exercise the discretion in them withou i 


me 



















justices are judges mine, and they are not to 
cage anns pal and vo re Accordingly a mandamus 
was granted o: ering the res ents to hear the application. 
Again, in Reg. v. 8 loester’ (26 J. P. 151), the fostlens of 
Abington ued elopted rule not to renew the licences of any 
ms who refused to take out an excise licence to sell spirits. 
ere again it was held that refusing a renewal merely in con- _ 
tape | with this rule was Ot a proper oxareise-of discretion b , 
5 ane ‘ wT ars & 3 y 
D magistrates. It is quite plain that any general rule 
which justices can make may possibly work injustice in some 
particular case, and that for justices to refuse to hear a case 


on its merits is a denial of justice and an abuse of the wide 
powers entrusted to them. 

























Te pectston of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved, last 
Saturday, in Reg. v. Rose, (reported elsewhere) is not of 
much value upon the point on which the case was stated, 
as the court could hardly have decided otherwise than it 
did without overruling’*many cases of very great authority. 
The prisoner had been indicted at the Norfolk Quarter 
Sessions for stealing several thi from his master on 
different dates, and there was little evidence against him 
except his own alleged confession, As to some of the stolen 
‘see pag J the alleged confession seems to have been voluntary; 

ut as to the rest of the property it was clearly shewn in cross- 
examination that the confession was induced by the master 
telling the prisoner that it would be better for him if he told the 
truth. The chairman refused to withdraw any of the evidence 
from the jury, and the prisoner was convicted, and sentenced to 
two months’ hard labour, and though a case was stated, bail 
was refused. Now, a confession to a person in authority in 
order to be admissible must be voluntary—that is, it must not 
be obtained from the prisoner by holding out to him any hope 
or fear, and when a master is the prosecutor it is well established 
that he is a person in authority. To mention but one out of many 
cases, Reg. v. Fennell (29 W. R. 742, 7 Q. B. D. 147) is conclu- 
sive that the words of inducement used in this case were sufli- 
cient to make the resulting confession inadmissible. The con- j 
fession, however, as to some of the property, seems to have 
been voluntary, and therefore admissible. But as all th 


were left to the jury, and a general verdi: ” given 
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on 18 on the whole indictment, it is obviously impossible to say how a ees, ee ee trustees were not in a posi- 
ortly fr the inadmiaaible evidence Had acted upon the minds of the e @ | tion to administer the fund themselves, it was to pay it 
d the I fazy, aud the con on 60 y stand. Case is, | into court. It was admitted that trustees t safely pay 
} own owever, of some importance, es to counsel and solici- | over to the m under sect. 22 in cases where there was 
id in tors, because of the strong opinion which was by the | no notice of an , but having regard to both these 
for a Lord Chief Justice as to their duty when acting for the prose- | decisions, it must frequently happen that a of an 
$ was cution in a criminal case. He laid it down that no counsel or | equitable fund cannot get paid except by proving his claim in 
; and solicitor ought to offer any evidence of a confession by/|court or by obtaining the concurrence of the other ns 
> the a prisoner unless he has satisfied himself that the evidence | entitled. This is a considerable hardship first 










and is legally admissible; and that a Prosecuting counsel, when 
this examining a witness as to a confession sal have 











same 3 C0 e 
ly be prisoner, for if it is left to cross-examination to shew that the 
rigt} confession was not receivable in evidence, the jury have alread 
ra heard it, and it is of little practical use for the judge to 
t (39 them to disregard it; while to discharge the jury and begin 
stion again with a fresh jury—which is the only other proper course 
r, OF —is a most serious waste of time. The rule laid down by the 
cised Lord Chief Justice is also consistent with the impartiality which 
t the should mark the conduct of a criminal case by co for the 
= © Crown. As to the attitude which prosecuting counsel ought 
, and erly to assume, Biacxsvury, J., in the case of Reg. v. Berens 
OUD |g a . & F. 842) said that ‘it had always hitherto the sup- 
pee position in the administration of criminal justice, as a general 
ould rule, that the uting counsel was in a kind of judicial 
llant ition ; that while he was © was 
had i it at his discretion, but with a feeling of responsibility--not 
nnot as if trying to obtain a verdict, but to assist the judge in fairly 
facts putting the case before the jury, and nothing more. At Wisi 
“thet ius the counsel was at liberty to try to get his client a verdict, 
ot to if possible, by fair and proper means. fa a court of criminal 
lamus jurisdiction the counsel for the prosecution was in a different 
tion. sition.” No doubt this is, to some extent, a counsel of per- 
8 of ection, and in the heat of advocacy it is difficult to be quite 
f any impartial when one’s opponent is making use of every artifice 
iri ts. on his client’s behalf. This attitude ma, however, to be the 
om, aim of every prosecuting counsel, and many well-known advo- 
m by cates have nearly attained to it. 
“ew 
nent, 
= Ir 18 a little over two years ago since considerable interest was 
oneal aroused by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Bell, 
Bere Jeffery v. Sayles (44 W. R. 99; 1896,10h.1). Under section 
22 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the receipt in writing of a | ' 
mortgagee is a sufficient Dodane for any money or securities 
comprised in his mortgage, and a person paying the same to the 
last mortgagee is not to be concerned to inquire whether on ee 
¥ al remains due under the mortgage. In reliance upon this pro- 
: , 7 vision and upon the corresponding clause in orn prior to 
— ; the Conveyancing Act, it was becoming the practice for trustees 
os ‘a of funds and for insurance societies to my ove to the mort- 
ya. , gagee the whole of the money due to the beneficiary who had 
eae mortgaged his equitable interest, or in respect of the mortgaged 


h icy, and to leave the mortgagee to administer the fund. 
Porm Thus he would retain what was due to him for pee i 
ns a interest, and costs, and would hand over the balance (if any) to 
ary the mortgagor or the next incumbrancer, as the case might be. 
nen But this convenient practice was upset by the decision in Re 


rp Bell. Inasmuch as the court, if the fund were in court, would 
ial not pay the whole of it to the first incumbrancer, but would 
Ata ascertain what was due to him and only. pay him so much, it 


bail was held that the trustee ought to do the same; or, at any rate, 
that he could not be compelled to pay the whole fund to the 





m- 
brancers who look for speedy payment when the fand becomes 
available. 





Tue onsect of taking a mortgage of leaseholds by way of 
sub-demise is that the mo may not become directly liable 
upon the covenants contained in the lease. If he goes into 

ion he may, indeed, be compelled to perform the covenants 
in order to avoi 0 ey ee ee ee 
bankrupt he may have to take a order assume the 


m r’s liabilities, or else abandon his security. But other- 
wise he incurs no immediate liability. An attempt to alter this 


saw Building Besily, bolene atau a, A: Guage wae 
uslding Soctet, . mortgagor who 
was the auuigace of n hanes mattaneed tie tue Sie-en et Ga? 
demise of the whole term except the last day. By the 
the mortgagor agreed on demand to do all things for’ 
woe. hs ted oe tia socieaeee tek tered 
m covenanted wi' en 

into ion and received the rents and profi re 
pay the rent of £20 reserved pg 


gagor became bankrupt, and entered into 
possession and received the rents and ae but did not pay 
the head-rent. The plaintiffs, who were the original lessees, 
a * and sought in = action to recover the amount; 
the mo: le the latter been pe of the 
lease, they wo ve been liable upon the ; 
ciple that each successive assignee 
the — of his ownership to indemnify the original lessee. 
In Moule v. Garrett (L. R. 7 Ex. 101) this was put upon the 
agg that where A. has been compelled by law to pay, or, 
ing compellable by law, has paid, money which «B. 
ultimately liable to pay, so that B. obtains the benefit of the 
payment by the discharge of Lis lia , th i ‘ 
recover the amount from B, But 


ey ee ee ee and whews Sts clone 
wanting B. is not bound to indemnify even t e gots 
indirectly the benefit of A.’s payment. Hence, in present 


case, CHANNELL, J., held that the mortige gees, notwithstanding» 
their possession and their agreement for 
payment of the rent, could not be compelled to reimburse the , 

iginal lessees. They were under no direct lia to the / 
lessor, and the principle of Moule v. Garrett did not apply. v 





THE suRispicTion of the county courts under section 68 of the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 25), was in con- 
troversy in the recent case of Re Hogg, Ex parte Parkin. 
section, while in substance idin 
a member of a society within the 
branch or officer thereof, shall be 
the rules of the society or 
hear and determine the matter in di 
contain no directions as to 
forty days after application 
been e in succession to 
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4 ze mortgagee. The decision in Re Bell assumed that the trustees | the dispute under the rules of society or branch. In the 
<a had notice of subsequent incumbrances. In the recent case of | case under consideration, the rules of the society (the Ancient 
+41 Hockey v. Western (ante. p. 282) before the Court of Appeal, | Order of Foresters) provided that all matters in dispute there- 
ae this element was absent, but there were other circumstances | under should be referred tothe Arbitration Committee of the — 
aa which, in the opinion of the court, made it for the | court, subject to an appeal to the District Arbitration Oor- 
_ to decline to hand over the whole fund to the mort- | mittee, and to a final appeal to a committee elected by all the 
anil Reee, notwithstanding that it appeared to be considerably iess | districts of the Order. It was held that a claim by a member 
one the amount due on the mortgage». The at gd was eg the society for a fixed rate of sick per week during 
aii dead intestate and no personal represéntative om a i than that actually paid to him by the society ve 
ven Pointed, and the trustees had notice that there was a rise to a under the rules se or 
e “tothe mortgage debt. It was held that the principle of | determined by the county court within forty days after the 
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a mant had exhausted all the remedies prescribed by them. 


in’ ing the prohibition, Paiimorz, J., said he doubted 
whetber, notwithstanding Broad v. Perkins (87 W. R. 44, 21 
Q. B. D. 533), the writ of prohibition was discretionary, except 
where it was applied for by a stranger to the proceedings or 
the conduct of the applicant was so improper as to dis- 


entitle him to the remedy. 


A Nove and unsuccessful attempt to invoke the jurisdiction 
me coup courts was recently made in the case of Burrow v. 
n. ere the curate of a parish sued his vicar for the 
amount of his stipend in the Court of the Chancellor of the 
Bishop, by whom a writ of sequestration was directed for the 
amount due and costs. The sequestrators having levied out of 
the living the sum of £79, carried in their account before the 
chancellor, shewing a balance of £10 10s. due to the vicar, who, 
ereupoo, brought an action in the county court to recover 
£49, alleged by him to be the proper amount of the balance. 
The county court judge held that he had no jurisdiction in such 
@ case, as the matter in dispute had already been adjudicated 
by a court of record. This decision was affirmed by the 
Divisional Court and also by the Court of Appeal, who con- 
sidered that the action was really brought to re-open the certifi- 
cate given by the bishop’s chancellor in his court, by which the 
account of the sequestrators had been closed and approved of. 





THE COMMERCIAL COURT. 


Tux debate at the Article Club on the 2nd inst., on ‘‘ Commerce 
and the Law,” under the presidency of Mr. Joun Cuttzr, QC, 
naturally turned very much upon the procedure and the pros- 
pects of the Commercial Court. Mr. Justice Banyzs, in his 
contribution to the debate, claimed that to some extent he was 
concerned in the initiation of the idea of the court. Shipping 
matters, as is well known, frequently cannot wait for the 
dilatory methods which from time immemorial have been thought 
suitable for the adjustment of ordinary disputes. One day, 
when the learned judge was at the bar, the two sides in a 
dispute relating to a cargo came to his chambers, and in ten 
minutes obtained from hinr'a decision which settled their differ- 
ence. This incident suggested to him the desirability of 
enabling commercial mén to bring their disputes quickly before 
someone trained to dispose of them, and the suggestion, it must 
now apparently be assumed, was the origin of the Commercial 
Court. So far as rapidity of procedure is concerned, the court has 
already amply justified its existence, and some incidents related 
by Mr. Outten in his interesting speech shew that in this respect 
it-can almost rival the friendly arbitration from which it sprang. 
An action was commenced on the Monday before last Christmas, 
the{question involved being one of agency. Everything was at 
a dead-lock in the business until the question was disposed of, 
and unless a decision could be obtained at once, the matter 
must have gone over the Christmas vacation. In fact, however, 
the case was disposed of in the Commercial Court on Christmas 
Eye, In another case there was a dispute on a marine policy, 
and it was important to prevent the ship from being detained at 
her f port. The writ was issued ona Monday, and the 
judge ordered it to be served at once and the case heard at 
10.80 on the following day. The decision, accordingly, was 
given on Tuesday and went out by that night’s mail. 

These of course, are exceptional cases, but it is generally 
admitted that the speed of the Commercial Oourtleaves nothing 
to be desired, It ig said that the average time of = sing of a 

date when it is commen 6 ining O 


ease from the 
fadgment is ab out six BGR. i: : “tire proceaure 
Somes at an early stage before 


{ pne c 3) 
the judge, and that, with the assistance of the parties, he 
is, able to put it in train for speedy decision. Interlocutory 
pepjeetiogs are discouraged, and the delay and expense caused 
oy the technical rules of evidence are avoided as far as possible 
by obtaining admissions from the parties and by relying upon 
such evidence as would be satisfactory to a mercantile arbitra- 
tor. Mr. Curtzr mentions a case of an action on a marine 
















policy, depending on deviation, where the ship had at the date! suggested that it might be different in regard to real estate : 
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of action gone on a voyage to China. Application was made to — 


stay p till the ship returned and the ope could 
be produced. But upon the case being transferred to the Com- 
mercial Court, the judge decided that since a copy of the 
material entry in the log-book was to be found in the average 
adjustment, there was enough material for the court to proceed 
upon without waiting for the log-book itself. In practice there 
has been found to be no difficulty in trying commercial cases on 
the evidence prescribed by the orders made in chambers, and 
there is a great saving in cost as com with the methods 
adopted in ordinary litigation. The whole case, from start to 
finish, is under the immediate supervision of the judge, and 
thus he can at once give such directions as shall encourage the 
prompt and economical prosecution of the litigation, and dis- 
courage all that tends to expense and delay. 

Judge Lumizry Sarr, in the remarks he made in the course 
of the debate, carried the origin of the Commercial Oourt a step 
further back than the initiatory suggestion of Mr. Justice 
Bannes’ impromptu arbitration. He claims that it is, after all, 
no more than an adaptation from the procedure of the county 
courts. There, he points out, it is the practice to allow each 
side to state its case and at once receive a judicial decision 
without the delay caused by pleadings. The rich City mer- 
chants, he says, are beginning to find that a procedure which 
was good enough for the humbler litigants was good enough for 
them. Of course, all attempts at the speedy administration of 
justice must aim at bringing the parties as soon as possible face 
to face before a judge, and in this respect the Commercial 
Court and the county courts naturally approximate. But now 
that the success of the Commercial Court is assured the ques- 
tion of the application of its methods to other departments of 
litigation cannot be much longer delayed. The personal over- 
sight of the judge is likely to be as efficacious in securing speek 
and economy in ordinary cases as in commercial cases, and the 
latter class are entitled to no special privilege. 








IN DEFAULT OF APPOINT- 
MENT. 


Unper the ordinary trusts of a marriage settlement the settled 
property is held upon the death of the husband and wife for 
such of the children as the husband and wife or the survivor 
shall appoint, and in default of appointment for all the children. 
equally. So long, therefore, as no appointment is made the 
children have vested interests under the latter trust, but these. 
are liable to be divested by the exercise of the power, and they 
then take such interests as the parents choose. If the power ig, 
exercised in favour ofan only child or of all the children 
equally, the actual interest taken in the property is not altered, 
but the interest vests under a different title, and the change may. 


have an important effect upon a settlement which a at hah 


INTERESTS TAKEN 


previously made of his share. Technically a settlement which 
purports only to deal with the interest taken in default of 
appointment does not comprise the interest which is taken under. 
the appointment, and in the recent case of Lovett v. Lovett (46, 
W. R. 105) Romer, J., adopted this as correct. The same vi 
was taken also by Jesset, M.R., in Sweetapple v. Horlock (27 
W. R. 865, 11 Ch. D, 745), though the earlier cases are by no 
means clear upon the question. 

In Re Frowde’s Settlement (10 L. T. 367) certain funds w 
by marriage settlement settled upon trust for the children of, 
the marriage as the survivor of the husband and wife should b 
will appoint, and, in default of appointment, for the children 
the marriage equally. There was only one child of the 
marriage, a daughter. Upon her marriage a settlement wag, 
made by which she covenanted to settle all property vested ia, 
her at the date of the marriage. After the marriage there wag: 
an appointment under the parents’ settlement to the daught 
absolutely, and the question arose whether the interest w 
she then took was property vested in her at the time of her 
marriage so as to be bound by the covenant in her m 
settlement. Woop, V.C., held that it was. She was entitled, 


he said, in default of appointment to the whole fund, and : 


appointment did not in any respect change her interest. 
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but in dealing with a sum of money it was too great a refine- 
ment to hold that the appointment, which did not alter the 
amount she took, altered her interest in the Con- 
sequently the Vice-Ohancellor held that, notwithstanding the 
appointment, the property was subject to the daughter's settle- 
ment. 

The question arose again in Re Visard’s Trusts (1 Oh. 588), 
and was then taken to the Oourt of Ap A fund was 
limited by will upon trust for a tenant for life, and upon his 
death for such of the children of the testator’s deceased brother 
A.'as the tenant for life should appoint, and in default of 
appointment for the children of A. caeelty, F,, one of the 
dhildren of A., made an assignment of all his property to a 
trustee for his creditors. After the assignment the tenant for 
life appointed the fund to the children of A. equally. All the 
children of A. who were living at the death of the testator 
survived the tenant for life. fe was held by Srvart, V.C., 
that under the appointment F. took an interest distinct 
from that which Te formerly had in default of appoint- 
ment, and that this later interest did not pass to his trustee. 
In the Court of Appeal this result was affirmed by Turner, 
LJ., and, it thus being unnecessary for Kyicur Brvog, 
L.J., the other ‘member of the court, to come to a deci- 
sion, he refrained from expressing any opinion. It is to be 
observed, however, that although in the events which happened 
F. took the same share as he would have taken in default of 
appointment, yet under the appointment his interest was liable 
to lapse if he died in the lifetime of the tenant for life, and it 
was upon this change in the nature of his interest that the 
judgment of Turner, L.J., was based. At the same time he 
siggested that, apart from any such consideration, the 
éxecution of the power of appointment might be of itself 
sufficient to defeat the limitations in default of appointment 
contained in the testator’s will, so as to leave nothing to pass 
under the assignment in favour of F.’s creditors. 

In De Serre v. Clarke (18 . 587), Mains, V.C., inclined 
upon principle to the result arrived at in Re Frowde’s Settlement 
(supra), though he felt bound upon the authority of Re Vizard’s 
Trusts (supra), and of the decision of Srvart, V.O., in Lee v. 
Olding (25 L. J. Ch. 580), to give judgment to the contrary. A 
testator gave his residuary estate in trust for his daughter A. 
for life, and after her death for her children as she should ap- 
point ; in default of appointment for the children equally. One 
of the children, B., married a Frenchman domiciled in France. 
He died, leaving one child of the marriage. After his death A. 
appointed the whole fund amongst her children, giving B. a 
- ongane sum for her separate use absolutely. It was 

at under the French law of community B.’s child would, in 
her father’s right, take half the sum appointed, if it was to be 
considered as passing under the will in default of appointment, 
but not if B.’s interest in the sum was to be treated as originat- 
ing with the appointment. Matis, V.O., held that the latter 
Was the correct view—the interest of B. was derived under the 
éppointment—and hence the child of the marriage was not en- 

to participate. 

All the above cases were discussed by Jzsszt, M.R., in Sweet- 
apple v. Horlock (supra), Under a marriage settlement real 
estate was limited to H., the husband, for life, remainder to the 
use of the children or other issue of the marriage as he should 
appoint ; in default of appointment to the use of the children 
pally as tenants in common in fee, There were two children 

the marriage, a son and a daughter. The daughter married, 
and by her marriage settlement she and her intended husband 
eovenanted to bring into the settlement all property which she 
was then ‘‘ seised of, or interested in, or entitled to,” including 
in effect reversionary interests. Subsequently to the settlement 
H. appointed the real estate comprised in the original settle- 
Ment, subject to his life estate, to his son and daughter equally 


infec. Thus the daughter took the same share as she would 


have taken in default of appointment. It was held, however, 
that, inasmuch as the reversionary interest appointed to the 
daughter constituted a new interest acquired by her subsequently 
tothe date of the settlement, it was not an interest to w she 
‘Was then entitled, and consequently was not bound by the 
odvetiant in the séttlement. Apart from the authorities, JEsszx, 


was to the contrary, though in that case Woop, V.O., sto. 
that his decision i ht a Sue Sane of Rl - ay > 
Vizard’s Trusts, as @ stated, was a decided upon the 
circumstance that the interest taken under the appointment was 
in its nature different from that taken in default o: eer pe 
though in the relevancy of ths distinction Jzssz1, , did not 
agree. “It is difficalt, he said, “to see why, if the share 
appointed is something more or less than the share in default of 
appointment, it will pass as a new interest, whereas if it is the 
same it will not pass.” In the result, he felt at liberty to act 
upon his own opinion, and held that the appointed interest was 
a cmetiaapl v. Horteih tly, is a clear decision that, 
weetapple v. Horlock, consequently, is a clear decision 
even though the appohates “takia under the appointment tlie 
identical interest that he would have taken in default of appoint- 
ment, yet, since his title is di he takes a distinct interest, 
and the appointed interest will not under ‘an assignment 
which purported to deal only with the interest to be taken in 
default of appointment. This ple covers the recent case 
of Lovett . be? (eupra). y a ——. made an the 
marriage of A: an - Property and personal, was 
settled upon trust for A. and B. for life, with reniainder for the 
children or other issue of the marriage as A. and B, or the 
survivor should appoint; in default of appointment for the 
children of the marriage as in the settlement mentioned. There 
was only one child of the —— a daughter. By the settle- 
ment made on her marriage the daughter, who was the plaintiff 
in the action, settled all her reversi interest under the 
original settlement, but the settlement contained no covenant 
to settle after-acquired property, and no reference was made to 
the power of apgeneare The recitals pw of the property 
settled as being the reversionary interest of theda t 
on the decease of B., the then surviving tenant for life. the 
settlement B. exercised her power under the original settlement 
by appointing the trust pro to the plaintiff absolutely. It 
was held by Romer, J., that the effect of the plaintiff's settle- 
ment was to pass only her interest ing at the date of the 
settlement. Hence upon the authority of Sweetapple vy. Horlock 
the interest which in the result she actually took was free from 
her settlement altogether. It was sought, but unsuccessfally, 
to uphold the settlement on the ground of estoppel. The plain- 
tiff had conveyed exactly what the settlement was meant to 
convey, and the fact that the interest conveyed had come to an 
end and another interest had been created in its place, did not 
bind her to substitute the latter interest. It follows that any 
conveyance of an interest to be taken in default of oppcintnest 
should for its validity be ypems kg by a release of the power 
by which it is liable to be overridden. 





REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tue AnnvuaL County Court Practice, 1898.. FounDED on PoL- 
LOOK AND Nicor’s AND Hgywoon'’s Practices oF THE CouNTY 
Courts. Two VotumEs. Edited by Wri11Am Ceci Smuyzy, Q.C., 
Judge of County Courts. Sweet & well (Limited); Stevens & 
Sons (Limited), 

The profession and public are now so familiar with the special 
features of this standard work on county court practice that the new 
edition just issued needs no minute criticism of its contents, which, 
though necessarily somewhat enlarged and modified by the intro- 
duction of uew matter, preserve the same arrangement and method 
of treatment as heretofore. In Vol. I., Part IX., however, at p. 492, 
et, seq., there will be found what, to all intents and is a 
wri oe + hog the Setimnaats’ Compuanntion ro 
necessi y the passin 8 
1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37); while in Vol. II., which, it will be 
remembered, deals with the jurisdiction of the county courts under 
special statutes, reference is made 
importance affecting the county courts, and, either omitted from 
editions of the work, or which, like the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c, 59), have only just come into operation. 
All cases the coun 
ey Wells v, Owners f 3 
and The Theodora (1897, P. 279), which should, we think, have 
noticed in Vol. II., are duly referred 1 


© 





WR., considered this result to be clear. Re Frowde’s Settlement 
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is quite up to date, In conel) 
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to Vol. II. is capable of improvement. In its present condition it 
too closely approximates to table of contents, a fault from which, 
however, the index to Vol. I. is free. 





Tue YEARLY Country CourT PRAOTICH, 1898. FOUNDED ON 
‘* ARCHBOLD’s County CourT Practice” anp “ Pirt-LEwIs’s 
County Court Practice.” By G. Prrr-Lewis, Q.C., and C. 
ARNOLD WHITE, Barrister-at-law. THE CHAPTER ON COSTS AND 
THE PRECEDENTS OF Costs, by Mr. MorTEN TURNER, Registrar 
of the Watford County Court. Two Vo.umes. Butterworth & 
Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


This, like other annual practices, does not call for detailed 
notice, the interval of time elapsing between the appearance of 
each new edition being so short. The work before us, which has 
‘been carefully edited, now comprises all decisions and enactments 
affecting the county courts which have accumulated during the past 
twelve months, and likewise presents certain new features. Vol. I., 
which, it will be remembered, is devoted to general county court 
jurisdiction and jurisdiction in admiralty, is now divided into three 
a instead of two, the additional book (III.) being devoted to the 
important subject of costs, and consisting of two chapters on Costs 
an Precedents of Costs, contributed by Mr. Morten Turner, 

i of the Watford County Court, and one chapter (3) on 

es of Costs and Court Fees, which two branches of the subject of 
costs were, in the 1897 edition of the present work, dealt with in the 
appendix. At p. xxv. of the same volume will be found, prefixed 
to the County Courts Act, 1888, a useful Time and Practice Table, 
compiled by Mr. J. Errington, Registrar of the Carlisle County 
Court, and, under the heading ‘‘ Administration Orders,” section 22 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), and the rules and 
forms thereunder are now fully dealt with at the end of chapter 2 
of Book II., at p. 349, et seq., instead of being, as in the previous 
edition, incidentally and briefly referred to in an earlier page of the 
work. In Vol. II., which, it should be mentioned, comprises the 
law and practice of the county courts under special statutes, various 
alterations and additions of minor importance will be noticed. Thus, 
reference is now, for the first time, made in this volume to the 
Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 70), to 
the Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Amendment Act, 1897 (60 
& 61 Vict. c. 19), to the Merchant Shipping Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. 
c. 59), and to the Workmen’s Compensation Att, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. 
c. 87), while the treatment of some of the various groups of statutes 
considered hes been somewhat modified. To each volume a separate 
and improved index is a. containing various fresh titles, for 
the most part occasioned by the new matter now for the first time 
introduced. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Prisoners on Oath: Present and Future. By Sir HERBERT 
STEPHEN, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. William Heinemann. 


The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Juris- 

rudence and Quarterly Digest of all reported Cases, being the com- 
Bined Law Magazine, founded in 1828, und Law Review, founded in 
1844. February, 1898. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Law relating to Markets and Fairs, and therein of Auction 
Marts, Sale Rooms, Hawkers, and Pedlers. By L. GacuEs, Barrister- 
at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. Price 2s. 6d. 


Tbe Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Irish. With a Collection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Over- 
ruled, or Questioned ; and References to the Statutes during 
the Year 1897. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Max- 
well (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 15s. 








The Canada Law Journal says that of all the amusing deliverances we 
have met with on the part of reporters in ancient or modern times, we 
unhesitatingly pronounce the gaucherie of the reporteys of the Supreme 
Court of Georgia to be paramount. In reporting the case of The Western 
and Atlantic Railway Co. v. Jones, at the place where English and Canadian 
reporters are wont to put their head-lines, we find the following legend : 
** Jackson, Curer Justice, was providentially prevented from presiding in this 
case.”” 

The interesting lecture lately delivered by Mr. Pitt-Lewis, Q.C., in the 
Middle Temple Hall, on “‘ The History of the Temple,” will shortly be 
published. The cost is being defrayed by Mr. W. Phelps Dodge, an 
American citizen, who is a student of the Middle Temple, as oa we a 

uate of Yale University, America. This gentleman is a direct 

endant of John Phelps, who was called to the Bar at the Middle 
Temple in 1650, and was clerk of the court which tried King Charles I. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I find that many people are under the impression that the 
London County Council can, at the special meeting to be held on the 
15th inst., limit the area in the county and period of time for the 
trial of the experiment of compulsory registration of title. Will you 
kindly allow me to point out that the council has no such authority, 
and consequently if the Act is not vetoe! on the 15th inst. the right 
of the council to in any way control the operation of the Act will be 
absolutely at anend. In that case the Act will remain in force in 
the county of London for all time or until it is repealed by another 
Act of Parliament. J. 8. RUBINSTEIN. 
5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inao, Feb. 9, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In your editorial comments in your last week’s issue on the 
action of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society with regard to 
the proposed application of the Act to London, you incline to the 
view that they were bound to reply to the London County Council’s 
circular in the terms they did because the London solicitors have no 
representative body save the Incorporated Law Society, and there- 
fore, if the Council of that society had not replied, these solicitors 
would not have been able to voice their feelings in the matter. But 
if they claim that that Council is primarily their representative 
— they stultify themselves by objecting to a trial in their midst 
of the Act which (through their same Council) they agreed to support 
and did support. The Yorkshire societies repudiated that action of the 
parent society before the Bill became an Act, and the London solici- 
tors might have found the means to do the like and so placed them- 
selves in a position to object to the first trial being made in London, 
But they did not. If the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
had refused to approve or support the Bill, whether actively opposing 
it or not, they would have been free to reply to the circular 5 pro- 
testing inst a compulsory trial anywhere, but not even then to 
pick out London as the one favoured spot to be saved from it. 

The proposition that because the London solicitors have no other 
representative institution, therefore it must maintain their interests, 
even though public interests ha to be antagonistic to the interests 
of the other members, is aenall e. It is something like a member of a 
partnership firm taking the only horse of the firm (no matter how 
much it may be required for their business) and using it in his 
private conveyance for his private purposes, thereby, to some extent, 
interfering with and injuring the ership business. 

For their own purposes the London solicitors should provide their 
own horse as the provinces do by their local societies. You may say 
that the London member pays a larger subscription than the pro- 
vincial member. And so he ought. It requires no ingenuity to 
prove that he gets twice the benefits, even though the contention of 
the Yorkshire societies as to this particular matter holds The 
provincial men subscribe to their own local societies in addition to 
the nt society. 

oreover, the Yorkshire societies have not censured the parent 
society ‘‘for hindering it (the Act) from Coming into operation.” 
On the contrary, they fear that by their action the council res | have 
done the reverse. ese points ag to me to have been fairly put 
by Mr. Middleton, but it is probable that more people will read your 
comments than will read the report itself, therefore I solicit the 
favour of the publication of this criticism in your next issue. 

5, Leopold-street, Sheffield, Feb. 9. Gzo. E. WEBSTER. 


[We attempted to shew that the interest of the London membatt 
was really not antagonistic to that of the Yorkshire members, but out 
correspondent makes no reference to this.—ED. S.J. ] 








JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT OF DEFENCE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Upon the perusal of the article in your issue of this date 
upon order 14 and the sammons for directions, I notice that upoa 
the first point dealt with by the writer of the article (a point whicl 
he considers an easy one), he concludes that in default of defend 
the plaintiff may proceed to enter judgment without order. I sh 
be glad to know if there is definite authority as to this. It appeat 
to me to be in direct conflict with the notes in the Annual Practice of 
1898, to ord. 27, r. 1, p. 551, last par., and ord. 27, r. 2, p. 554. — 

It appears to me that the construction of ord. 30, r. 1, is ambigt 
ous. It may be read either “before the plaintiff takes any fre 


step other than “5 2 





The proceeds of the sale of the lecture will be given to the Barristers’ 
Benevolent Association. e 


or as follows; ‘‘hefore the plaintiff takes any fresh step other thal 


Ft 


to enter judgment in default of defence,” 
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ication . . . toenter judgment,” &., and that the latter is 
e view adopted by the editors of the Annual Practice. 
37, Brown-street, Manchester, Feb. 5. Bens. GOODFELLOW. 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.] 





THE FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In reply to the letter in your issue of 5th inst. signed 
““H.,” the Act does provide for the payment of “‘ further duty in case 
of undervaluation ” : see section 8 (7), and see also section 11 (2), from 
which it may be inferred that the period during which the value of a 
property may be adjusted is two years from the death, but that at 
the end of such period, and on a certificate di ing both the 

rty and the person accountable being given, the matter is 
belly closed, subject only to the question of fraud raised by section 
11 (3). 


Rectification would be necessary in case, by reason of the discovery 
of additional effects, the rate of duty already paid were increased, or 
on a return of duty being claimed and x ml 


Feb. 8 


'° 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COLONIAL PROBATES ACT, 1892. 
ORDER IN CoUNCIL. 


Whereas by the first section of ‘‘ The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” 
it is enacted as follows :—‘‘ Her Majesty the Queen may, on being 
satisfied that the Legislature of any British ion has made 
adequate provision for the recognition in that ion of Probates 
and Letters of Administration granted by the Courts of the United 
Kingdom, direct by Order in Council that this Act shall, subject to 
any exceptions and modifications ified in the Order, apply to that 
possession, and thereupon, while the Order is in force, this Act shall 
apply accordingly.’”’ And whereas Her Majesty is satisfied that the 
Legislature of the British possession hereinafter mentioned has made 
adequate provision for the recognition in that possession of Probates 
and Letters of Administration granted by the Courts of the United 
Kingdom. Now, therefore, Her Majesty, by virtue and in exercise 
of the powers by the above-recited Act in Her Majesty vested, is 

by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy 
uncil to order, and it is hereby ordered as follows :— 

“The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” shall apply to the British 
possession hereunder mentioned :— 

The Island of Grenada. 
Se Oe Prisinal Honourable ——_ Chamberlain, an of Her 
jesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necessary 
directions herein accordingly. C. L. PEEL. 
Feb. 3, 1898. 


ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orper or Court. 
Thursday, the 3rd day of February, 1898. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, Do hereby Order that the Actions mentioned in the 
omy hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice 
ight. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Stirling (1898—K.—No. 36). 
In the Matter of The Kensington Co-operative Stores (Limited). 
Sir Francis Leopold McClintock and others v. The Kensington Co-opera- 
tive Stores (Limited). 
Mr. Justice Stirling (1897—U.—No. 897). 
In the Matter of The United Empire Trading Co. (Limited). 
Emma Phillp v. The United Empire Trading Oo. (Limited). 
Mr. Justice Romer (1898—A.—No. 104). 


In the Matter of The Andrews Hawksley Patent Tread Co. (Limited). 
Harry Hooper v. The Andrews Hawksley Patent Tread Co. (Limited). 


Haussvry, 0, 








M. Labori, M. Zola’s counsel, says the St. James 
youngest and most brilliant of French advocates, and is 
sfage. With his fair complexion and beard and his 
atrue type of the Gaul. This is not the.first time 
the front rank in judicial annals. In 1894 he pleaded for V 
Anarchist, who threw a bomb in the Chamber of Deputies, and, while 
en anarchy, his admirable address made a 

jury. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. > 
LLEWELLYN +. VALE OF GLAMORGAN RAILWAY 00. No. r. 


Ramtway—Ossrauction or Roap—Pzwatty ror not Maxine Svunstirvrep 
Roap—By wom RecoveraBLs—RoaD BELONGING To Apjorntnc LaNnp- 


ownERrs—Rariways Cxiavses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. co. 20), ss. 53, 54. 


ally Ge eee ee t of Wright, J., at the 
of the action without a jury (1897, 2 Q. B. 239). action was 
brought under section 54 of the 1 Phe pe Merge Ree RiGee sae 
oe ee ee Se fault on the part of the defend- 
ants in providing a road in substitution for another road which they had 
ly obstructed. The was the owner of land bounded on 
one side by a private road, which was used by the owners of the land ad- 
anes th antans fen, ‘Teste te al all ieceneetiion 
usque ium filum. were, bya 
the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, authorized to a rail 
the road at a point ad 


railway they temporarily 


By section 53, 
road, either public or private, 
on Ree ana 
thereof, the com: shall lore commencing 
suielenh vod te bo mate tashind of the seed te 


made before they interfere with any such road as aforesaid, the 
shall forfeit £20 for day during which substituted road’ shail 
not be made after the ex road have been interrupted, and suc 


shall be pail - every 
coverable with costs by action in any of the su ‘ 
Tux Covrr (A. L. bacns, Currey, and Coiitws, L.JJ.), having taken 


time to consider, R 
Curry, L.J., read the j of the court, in the course of which he 
said that the defendants’ contention—namely, that ‘‘ the owner” meant 


all the owners of the road—would operate to defeat the obvious intention 


their on a day was a penalty, and not a sum given as com- 
penmatlon forthe wrong done One penalty only was infi for each 

y during which d t and that penalty was not ap able 
but was one entire sum of £20. 


part of that portion of the road interfered with could sustain an action for 


the penalty, and the first of such owners who sued and t his action 
to trial could recover.—Counssi, C. A. Russell, Q.C., and #. F. Buckley ; 
Cripps, Q.C., and Kenyon Parker. Soxtcrrons, Soames, . & Jones, 
for Randall ¢ Cay, Bridgend; Downing, Holman, $ Co., for Downing ¢ 


Handcock, Cardiff 
(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]) en 


HALL ». LAUNSPACH. No. 1. 7th Feb. 


Mayor’s Court—Cosrs—Action or Liszt—Laxss roan £5 Recoversp— 
JURISDICTION TO ALLOw Costs—Pxroutsrrion—Mayor’s Court or Lonpon 
Procepurge Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. cuvm.), 8. 11—Mayor’s Court 
Rugs, 1890, r. 1; Scnzpvte B—Mayor’s Court Ruias, 1892, orp. 8, 
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was whether that jurisdiction had been taken away. It was plain that 
none of the scales of costs (exclusive of court fees) under the Mayor's 
Court Rules, 1890, were applicable to cases where the amount recovered 
was £5 or under. There was, therefore, no scale of costs applicable to the 
present case. There was, however, no rule to the effect that no costs 
should be allowed other than those for which scales were prescribed. 
Rule 1 of the Rules of 1890, which provided that all costs should be taxed 
according to the scales of costs set out in the schedules, was, in his 
, confined to cases where the scales applied, and where the scales 
not a the taxation was left unfettered. The proviso in ord. 8, r. 
1, of the of 1892, that, where the action was tried with a jury, *‘ the 
costs ’’ should follow the event, unless the judge for good cause otherwise 
ordered, meant costs according to the scales where they applied. Section 
11 of the Act of 1857 shewed that, where it was intended to take away 
a jurisdiction as to costs, plain and direct words were used. There were 
no such words in the rules of 1890 or 1892. It was difficult to suppose 
that the Mayor’s Court in framing the rules, or the Rule Committee in 
eanctioning them, intended to take away the jurisdiction by inference, 
and it was on inference only that the defendant’s argument on the effect 
of the rules was founded. The argument could not be sustained. It 
would seem advisable that the rules should be amended by providing a 
scale of costs to cover caces like the present. 
Corus, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounssL, H. 
Reed, Q.C., and M. R. Emanuel; § Lynch. Soutcrrons, Emanuel, Round, 
$ Nathan ; Swepstone § Stone. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-I aw. } 


GUARDIANS OF DORKING UNION v. GUARDIANS OF ST. SAVIOUR’S 
UNION. No. 2. 7th Feb. 


Poor Law—Szgrriement—Drivivep Parisu—Locat Goveunment Act, 1894 
(56 & 57 Vicr. c. 73), ss. 1 (3), 67, 68. 


This was an appeal by the guardians of St. Saviour’s Union from a decision 
of the Divisional Court—Oollins, L.J. (then Mr. Justice), and Ridley, J. (re- 
ported 41 Soxrcrrors’ Jovurnat 697). A special case was stated by quarter 
sessions of the county of meee te the opinion of the ae — 
raising a question as to the result for purposes of pauper settlement law 
of the division of a parish under the Lou-eveemad Act, 1894. The 
case was stated on an appeal from the order of justices. Ita 


therefrom that A. E. Budger, a pauper, was born on the 26th of Decem- 


ber, 1879, at Westcott, a hamlet then forming part of the parish of 
Dor! , in the Dorking Union, in the county of Surrey. e never 
acq a settlement elsewhere. In August, 1896, he became chargeable 


to the St. Saviour’s Union, in the county of London, which, on the 18th 
of August, obtained an order for his removal to the Dorking Uniou. It 
was against this order that the appeal was brought. At the time of the 
passing of the Local Government Act, 1894, the parish of Dorking was 
situate partly within and partly without the Dorking rural sanitary 
district, and had overseers who levied a rate for the entire parish. By 
the operation of section 1 (3) of the Local Government Act, 1894, the 
part of the h which was within the said rural sanitary district and 
the part which was not became two separate parishes, and the old parish 
ceased to exist. The names of the new parishes, by order of the county 
council, became ‘‘ Dorking ’’ and ‘‘ Dorking Rural’’ respectively. They 
each had separate sets of overseers and rates. Westcott, where the 
pauper was born, is situate in Dorking Rural. It was contended by the 
guardians of Dorking Union: (1) That, as the hamlet of Westcott was 
within the parish of Dorking Rural and not the parish of Dorking, 
the order of the justices was bad, inasmuch as the pauper, if 
settled at all in any parish of Dorking Union, was settled in the parish of 
Dorking Rural, not in Dorking; that, there being no evidence before the 
justices who made the order that the old parish of Dorking had been 
divided as aforesaid and that the new parish of Dorking Rural had been 
formed and was in existence, the said order could not be amended by the 
insertion of the word “‘rural.’’ (2) That in consequence of the division 
of the old parish it had ceased to exist, and the pauper had lost his birth 
settlement in the old parish, and that, as there was not at the time of his 
birth any ih of Dorking Rural, he could not have any settlement in 
that now, not having uired one since its formation. 
The court of quarter sessions held that they could amend the order 
by adding the word “‘rural.”” As to the second contention, that 
court held, upon the authority of Reg. v. Hunnington (5 Q. B. 279), 
Stourbridge v. itwich Union (L. R. 6 Q. B. 769, 19 W. R. C. L. Dig. 58), 
Reg. v. Tipton (3 Q. B. 215), Reg. v. St. Martin's-new-Sarum (9 Q. B. 241), 
that the pauper had no settlement in Dorking Rural, and could not be 
pd Decking, thet peteh fox virtue of his mF cement in “a 
r , that , for the purposes of settlement, having 
Sneed and the pauper’s settlement gained in it by birtk wholly lost. 
On the case stated by the court of quarter sessions the Divisional 
Court decided that the principle of the authorities above cited was that 
when the parish in which a poses was born was divided, the entity 
maintaining its own poor in which the pauper had acquired his settlement 
no longer existed, that whether those cases were rightly decided or not 
they had been law for so long it would be quite impossible for the court 
not to follow them ; and thet, as, therefore, the place to which the pauper 
in the present case ought to be sent no longer existed, he must remain 
=——- to the union where he was—viz., St. Saviour’s. From that 
the guardians of St. Saviour’s Union now appealed. 
Tue ory a” M.R., and Riepy and Vavenan Wiu1ams, L.JJ.) 
a ; 

Laoroizy, M.R.—I do not see how we can differ from the Divisional 
Court... All that I can say is that Reg. v. ee 
t 


@ narrow construction on the Act of 14 Chas. 2,c.12. But it is clear 





when the 
oes with it. A pauper is not settled in the part in which he was born. 
f the Legislature mean to enact that they must say so, and there is 
nothing in the Lecal Government Act, 1894, which does cay #0. " We 
must bear in mind that the Legislature, in passing that Act, knew how 
the law stood at the time, and one is struck by the fact that no section 
was put in to enact that a person who was deemed by law to havea 
settlement in the old parish should be deemed to have a settlement in the 
new parish. I can get nothing out of the Act tosay so. The decision of 
the court below is therefore right and the appeal must be dismissed with 
costs 


Riosy and Vavouan Wuutuss, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the “me 
effect.—CounsgL, Macmorran. Q.0., and G. Blliott ; Bosanguet, Q.C., y 
W. F. Barry. Sousctrors, Howard C. Jones ; Geo. Scale, Dorking. 

{Reported by J. I. Srizuixe, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


a settlement wioet by birth is a settlement in the particular parish, 





High Court—Chancery Diyision. 
Re DE NICOLS, DE NICOLS v. CURLIER. Kekewich, J. 3rd Feb. 


Hvusspanp ann Wire — Marermonta, Domici.—CHancgs or Domictt— 
Forzien Law. 


In 1854 Mr. de Nicols, a domiciled Frenchman, married his cousin, a 
domiciled Frenchwoman, in Paris. No contract or settlement was 
executed by the parties on their marriage, in which case, according to the 
French law of ‘‘ community of goods,’’ each party was entitled to one- 
half of the property acquired d the coverture by either or both of 
them. In 1863 Mr. de Nicols was adjudicated a bankrupt in France, and 
in that year came over to England with his wife. In 1865 they became 
naturalized British subjects. In 1897 Mr. de Nicols died, and by his vi 
made according to English form, he- gave his residuary real 

reonal estate, consisting of property cones in England, upon trust’ 
for his wife for life, and upon her death for his daughter, her husband. 
and children. This was a summons taken out by Mr. de Nicols’ widow 
claiming to be entitled to one-half of all ag ge aged in the possession of 
her husband or of him and hereelf jointly at his death, oe ee 
the will. Mrs. de Nicols’ claim depended upon whether the change of 
domicil of the parties altered their rights with respect to their propert 
acquired during coverture conferred by the French law, the law of t 
matrimonial domicil. The question was only argued with respect to 
** moveable goods.’’ 

Kexewicu, J.—The only question which I am now called upon to 
decide is whether the property ee: described as ‘‘ moveable 
goods,”’ an expression not so familiar to the English law as to writers of’ 
books on international law, of which the testator was at the date of his 
death in ostensible ssion, really belonged to him wholly, or whether. 
his widow is entitled to some interest in it by virtue of French law 
applicable to his property at the date of the marriage and continuing 
during the remainder of the joint lives of the spouses. It is admitted on. 
both-sides that there is no decision on the question; by that is meant no 
decision of a court of competent jurisdiction in England, by which this 
court is bound. There is an Irish case, Re Letts’ Trusts (7 Ir. L. R. Ch. 
132), and there are American cases, which, although worthy of a 
are not binding on an English court. There are dicta by some judges and” 
there is one by Lord Eldon in Lashley v. Hogg (1 Burge. Col. & For. Law, 
oye 1, c. 7, 8. 8, p. 623), but it does not appear to me that his — 

clear, and I do not think it touches this point. There are plenty 
dicta in the text-books, some of which appear to be in favour of the 
plaintiff, and so far as there is any consensus of opinion, it is not too 
much to say that it is not adverse to the plaintiff's claim. The result is 
that I must decide this case upon principle, and I must follow that principle 
straight through to its conclusion. The question, then, is, what is the. 
principle by which I am to guide my decision. I think it is this: 
spouses were French people and they intermarried in France. It 
open to them to marry according to one or more regulations affecting 
matrimonial property. It is immaterial tc consider their limit of choice, 
but they had some in the matter. In the absence of any express election 
to the contrary, their rights were to be regulated by the law of “‘com- 
aes of goods,’’ and, so far as we know, they married accordin, to Oe 
French law so as to settle their a say which they then had cat 
they might subsequently acquire during coverture according to the law of 
community of goods. In my opinion that was a contract entered into by 
them, a contract which this court does not regard as the less effectual to 
include after-acquired property becauee it was not at the time so 
and was not then in their contemplation. Why should I infer an altera-” 
tion of that contract ; it might be possible—I do not inquire into that —for 
them to alter it in France, but why should I infer an alteration was 
intended by them at the moment of their change of domicil, or at any” 
other time, and only solely’ with respect to after-acquired propectan 
There is no reason to infer that the contract, if I am right in thinking 
a contract, did not include after-acquired property as well as 
pro’ existing at the date of the e. That seems to 
me the ple I ought to epply. No doubt we must look to the 
English domicil to ascertain the rights of the parties among themselves— 
that is, the husband, wife, and child under the will, but we must look 
back to the matrimonia! domicil to see what the husband's proprietary. 


ft 
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h is sub-divided all the old parish goes and the mttlonmoall #1 


rights are. We must not apply the doctrine of domicil to the moment of 


death only b Aap Sheng domicil of the husband. Itisa 

to say that his d at death governs rights of his which do 
He does not affect to dispose of proaey By bie will which is 
To ascertain what was his property and what was not we must 
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back and see. what was the law grrecniog bis aay ighte, and those 
are 


rights, I think, were fixed at the time 
the Frenchlaw of community of goods both with respect to the it and 
after-acquired goods. There is nothing to alter that con! , and there 
is nothing that requires me to say that by a of domicil there was 
any surrender by the wife of her rights under the matrimonial contract. 
I must therefore hold that the husband by his will only of such 
property as was properly his, and that it did not ade what was his 
ow a im the Frenc cloet oman rot hi rahi ea tired 
t under the French law to a moiety of the mov 

tec the coverture by the husband and wife romero Mrnaitsoted by 
the will_—Counszt, Renshaw, QC., and Ingle Joyce; Warrington, Q.0., 
Eigood, and Maugham; A. V. Dicey, Q.0., and Whinney. Soxtcrrors, 
Hicks, Arnold, § Mozley ; Tyrrell Lewis ; Lewis ¢ Broadbent. 

[Reported by C. C. Heyatey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MIDDLETON (Re MIDDLETON AND BAXTER AND 
VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874). Kekewich, J. 8th Feb. 


“Tas Penpens ’—Action ror Srzcivic Psxrormance Dismissep—Onrver 
VacatinG Recisrraation—30 & 31 Vier. c. 47, 8. 2. 


This was an action by a purchaser to enforce against the vendors 
ere performance of a contract for the sale of a business togetber with 
business premises and goodwill. Subsequently to the issue of the writ 
the defendants, the vendors, took out an originating summons under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, to have it declared that the contract was 
not binding onthem. Immediately after the issue of the writ the plain- 
tiff registered action as a lis pendens. Upon summons 
on by order and hearing together, the action was dis- 
missed with costs, and on the summons no order for costs or otherwise 
wasmade. The plaintiff at once gave notice of his intention to appeal, 
but, notwithstanding this, counsel for the defe: red for an order 
cating the registration of the } 
7 


7 Oh. D. 541). , 
Kexewren, J., after referring to the case of Strousherg v. M'Gregor (34 
Soxtcrrors’ JournnAt 180), made an order to the effect that, if by thatday 
fortnight the appeal was not set down; the registration should be vacated. 
—CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Martelli ; arrington, Q.0., and Ingle 
Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Poole ¢ Robinson ; Donald MacMillan. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Moraisow, Barrister-at-Law.]) 








J, LYONS & SONS v. WILKINS AND OTHERS. Byrne, J. 3rd Feb. 


Consrrracy AND Protsction 10 Propgrtry Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 
86), s. 7 (4)—Srarxe—Traves Unron—** Watcninc anv Beserrinc’’— 
Emptoyment or Union Funps—OConsprmacy. 


Action. The plaintiffs are leather manufacturers at Red Cross- 
street, London, E.C. The defendant Wilkins was the secretary, and 
Thompson, Laverick, and Goodall were the trustees of a trades union 
called the Amalgamated Trade Society of Fancy Leather Workers, regis- 


tered under the ‘T'rades Union Act, 1871; while the defendant Clarke was | 


a member of the executive committee of the same society. In February, 
1896, a dispute arose between the plaintiffs and their workpeople, and the 
union ordered a strike, and the premises of the plaintiffs were picketted. 
Astrike was also ordered against a bagmaker named Schoenthal, who 
employed his own workpeople, but who was employed by the for 
the purpose of compelling him to cease to work for them. The nature of 
the relief asked for against the defendants will appear in the judgment. 
An interlocutory injunction was granted by North, J., and was affirmed 
ery Court of Appeal in March, 1896. A report of the case before the 
of Appeal will be found 40 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnan 372. The action 
was tried before Byrne, J., in November of last year, but judgment was 
reserved until after the decision of the House of Lords in Allen v. Food. 
Originally the Amalgamated Society was madea defendant, but it was 
ordered to be struck outas incapable of being made a party. During the 
trial leave was obtained to amend the plead by stating that Thomp- 
son, Laverick, and Goodall were sued *‘in their representative capacity ’’ 
in order, if possible, to make the funds of the society liable to pay costs or 
to oer them mj used for defending the action. 
eb. 3.—Byane, J.—In this case the plaintiffs have obtained an 
injunction until judgment to restrain the defendants, Wilkins and Clarke, 
servants aod agente, from watching or besetting the plaiotiffs’ 
works for the ane of persuading, or otherwise preventing, persons 
from working for them, or for any purpose, except merely to obtain or 
communicate information ; and also from preventing Adolph Schoenthal or 
other persons from working for the plaintiffs by withdrawing his or their 
workmen or workwomen from their employment respectively. By a slip, 
the order as drawn up has been made more extensive, but the terms I have 
mentioned are the true terms of the order ~ ay Court of 
eel, as appears by the judgment of Kay, L.J. (L. R.1 1 Ch, 811, 
). Toe plaintiffs have at the trial in substance clearly proved the case 
made upon the motion of watching and besetting the plaintiffs’ eeetion 
y, and in my judgment they are entitled to have the injunction 
perpetual sv faras the first part of the judgment is concerned, for 
the reasons given by the Court of Appeal upon disposing of the motion ; 
and I do not consider it neceseary to add anything upon the law bearing 
Upon this part of the case. I consider that it is clearly } ac that the 
defendants Wilkins, Clarke, and Thompson watched and the plain- 
works or place of business, and the approaches thereto, for the pur- 
Pose of persuading or otherwise preventing persons from working for the 
tiffs, and for purposes other than those of merely obtaining or com- 
municating information. In reference to the second part of the injunction 


— ee : 
I think the case made upon the motion is fully proved, and I think also it 
has been clearl chown thet the same 
beset the premises of Schoenthal for the 
working for the plaintiffs, but I th 
A would have framed the second 
di tt manner had the case of Allen v. Flood been then 
House of Lords. At any rate, the poiut 
whether or not, apart from the question of 
out the workmen of Schoenthal in order to 
je ne se ioe Se eae See re 
probab! ve required further 

a eg ae snd 1 have armed that the 

e trouble expense of re-argument u 
therefore, to grant a injanction following 
part of the order of urt of Appeal, but 
the injunction as follows: ‘‘ And ‘also from 
premises of Adolph Schoenthal for the purpose 
otherwise preventing him. from working™ for 
for any pu t to obtain .or 
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except merely 
participated i the wrongful sote committed. 
acts com 
unlawful, the other defendants, if they conspired 
sion of such acts, are equally liable to an 
amended defence all the defendants make 
common responsibility in res of the matters I 
as in tof the bels, which still 
indeed, it is difficult to see how, as officers 
obligation to all of execative counc 
directions the defendant Wilkins acted, and with power 
cpastons, they could well do otherwise, whatever the domestic 
on of the society to which they may provide as 
geome. The plaintiffs further aek for an in 
fendants from ae inducing or 
to enter into contracts with the plaintiffs, I 
the request of both parties until after the 
in Alen v. Flood should have been given. 
ey quae, todos Ge Oe i 
tion. It was conceded by the 
they could shew malice ; it is the 
House of Lords, that the existence of a 
case as this render unlawful an act or 
ae the Selondente Thay a Laverick, and Goodall, 
t the defendants Thom as 
society, from seppl: the fonds of the 
wrongful acts co; of, am 
ground to justify such an injunction, 
laintiffs the costs of the amendment made 5 ee 
is lordship then held that the charge of was 
awarded £5 as es.—Counsen, Eve, Q.C., and Ward 
Jenkins, Q.C., and W. H. Cozens-Hardy. Soxicrrors, Shaen, Roscoe, § Co. 
Warburton ¢ De Paula. 
{Reported by Nevitis Tzssurt, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Winding-up Cases, 4 
Re LAND MORTGAGE BANK OF FLORIDA’ (LIM). Wright, J. 
eb. 


Company—Winpine Urp—Scueme Sancriongp ny Tue Covrt—Manacumunt™ 
Expenses—Unpistaisutep Asssts—Joint-Srock CoMPpaAntgs ARRANGE< 
unt Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104)—Compantes (Winpixc-vr) Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 15—Companies Wrxvina-ve Ruves, 1891, 
r. 127. 

This was an application by the Board of Trade for an order on the® 
liquidators of the above com os pte the Companies’ . : 
Account at the Bank of England surplue of calls which held . 
in their hands. The co had into voluntary 
December, 1895. On the 15th of , 1896, a scheme under 
Stock Companies A Act, 1870, was presen’ 
by the court under which the uncalled capital was to be 
it the debenture-hold meee ng ae 
in ber, 1897, and the in 1902. In 
interest was bo be bigs down eae ee liquidators were at their discretion~ 
to apply any surplus from after the first dividend paid for the | 
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applied before paying any further dividend in the payment of wages, 
&c., or in “‘any expenditure which the company may think necessary 
or expedient for protecting and mae | up the company’s property 
and assets, or of developing the same with a view to the realization of 
the same.’’ It was not contended that these sums were unclaimed assets, 
but it was said that they were undistributed assets under section 15 (3) of 
the Act of 1890. The answer to that was that under the scheme the 

were not undistributed, but that some legal event had happened whic 

made them distributable in another way. The motion must be dismissed 
with coste.—Counsze., Ingle Joyce; Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and H. S&. 
Theobald, Souxicrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; Johnson, Wetherall, 
¢$ Sturt, for Wade, Bilbrough, Booth, § Co., Bradford. 

[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MOLYNEUX y. FLETCHER. Kennedy, J. 4th Feb. 


Wast—Apvanczment—Parment or Dest owrsc sy Hvuspanp or Czstvt 
. quE Trust To Trustes. 


This action was tried before Kennedy, J. The plaintiffs were infants 
suing by their next friend, and the defendants were trustees under the 
will of Edward Durant. The plaintiffs claimed (1) a declaration that the 
defendant Fletcher had been guilty of a breach of trust, and (2) the 
ag eee of new trustees. The testator died on the 20th of April, 
1878, leaving two daughters, infants, surviving him, both of whom were 
atill living. They were Fanny Jane, who came of age in 1880, and 
tta, who came of age in 1881, and married in 1885 Daniel 
Webster Molyneux. The children of this marriage were the plaintiffs in 
this action. The testator, by his will, devised to the trustees thereby 

ted all his real and personal estate with certain directions as to 
tion and investment, and made his children beneficiaries under the 
will. The will contained a direction to the trustees to apply in or towards 
the maiutenance and education or otherwise for the benefit of each child 
of the testator entitled under the trusts of the will to a share not 
abeolutely vested the annual income of such share. The will further 
declared that it should be lawful for the trustees to apply in or towards 
the advancement in life of each child a sum not exceeding £500 of her 
presumptive share, such sum or lesser sum to be paid if the trustees 
should think fit, notwithstanding that the child’s share was settled as 
thereafter mentioned, and the trustees were to be sole judges of the 
ae gee A of such payment and of what the term ‘‘ advancement in 
life’? might signify. Subject to that power the trustees were, after the 
shares became vested by the children coming of age, to pay the income to 
the two children in equal shares, and after their death upon trust for such 
of their children as they should appoint, and in default of appointment, 
upon the eame trusts as those of the will, for the daughters’ children. If 
daughters had no children their shares were to go as they might 
appoint and in default of ae to their next-of-kin. The defen- 
dant Fletcher was appointed a trustee of the will by order of the court in 
1887. The defendant Clark became a trustee after the events in respect 
of which the claim in this action was made had taken place. The 
plaintiffs alleged that in 1887 the defendant Fletcher and his then co- 
trustee co tted a breach of trust in advancing out of the capital funds 
£500 to Miss Durant and £250 to Mrs. Molyneux, under the circum- 
stances mentioned in the judgment. . 

The action was tried without a jury at the last summer assizes at 
Liverpool and adjourned to London for further ment. 

Kaunnepy, J., after stating the facts and referring to the terms of the 
wili as stated above, said that the plaintiffs’ claim was put upon the 

ind that the moneys paid to Miss Durant and Mrs. Molyneux in 1887 

y Fletcher were not paid with the single view of ‘‘ advancement,’’ but with 
the view of the money being used for the benefit of Fletcher himself. 
Fletcher was a large creditor of Mrs. Molyneux’s husband, and was 
Lacaren | him for —_ and it was said that, though the money was 

advanced under the power contained in the will, it was in 

reality advanced with the well-understood purpose that it should pass 
into the hands of Mr. Molyneux, to be ond by him in reduction of his 
debt to Fletcher. In the first place his lordship thought it right to say 
that upon the construction which he placed upon the will there was no 
power to make any advance at all at the time at which this advance was 
made. It was clear on the authorities that where power was given to 
trustees to apply capite] money for the advancement in life of a child, 
that power was to be construed according to a well-understood meaning. 
Undoubtedly instances occurred in reported cases where it was intended 
that the advance might be made at any time in the life of the beneficiary, 
aud not within some strictly limited period. Where there was such an 
in ention apt words, such as ‘‘ or otherwise benefit,’ are always used to ex- 
it: Re Kershaw’s Trusts (L. R. 6 Eq. 322), Lowther v. Bentinck (L. RB. 19 

- 166). In this case the will seuviied that the money was to be advanced 
out of the ‘‘ presumptive share.’”” That meant that the advancement was 
to be limited to the time when the share was presumptive and not vested, 
and his lordship was fortified in that view by the statement in Davidson 
on Conveyancing, 2nd ed., vol. 3, p. 555, where, in dealing with the 
cégnate subject of settlements, it was pointed out that the power of 
advancement should be extended to vested as well as to presumptive 
sbares. His lordship was further of opinion that in spite of the very 


latge powers of discretion given by the will to the trustees to determine 
what was ‘‘ advancement in life’’ it was doubtful whether an advance of 


mey for use by the husband in his business (quite a from the 
question of the benefit to Fletcher) could be justified A. A terms of 
? 


for the fund was to be held for the daughter’s separate use 





without power of anticipation: see observations of Lord Hatherley in 


pa 
Talbot v. Marshfield (3 Ch. nee 622). His lordship came to the conclusion 
on the facts that, although the money was paid on the formal request of 
Mrs. Molyneux and her sister, it was perfectly well understood by 
Fletcher that the money was to be used in the husband’s business for the 
purpose of repaying his debt to Fletcher. That was not a proper or 
justifiable exercise of the power of advancement: see Duke of Portland vy. 
Topham (11 H. L. C. 32); Humphrey v. Oler (28 L. J. Oh. 406), but his 
lordship added that he had no doubt Fletcher believed that whatever the 
husband did was done with the full consent of the two ladies. Fletcher 
would therefore be ordered to repay the £250 advanced to Mrs. Molyneux ; 
but that order would be without prejudice to any proceedings which 
Fletcher might take against Mrs. Molyneux (who was not a party to 
this action), she being a tenant for life assenting to a breach of trust. 
With regard to the advanced out of Miss Durant’s share, no relief 
could be mg to the plaintiffs because their interest depended only on 
the possibility of Miss Durant d: unmarried, and without exercising 
her power of appointment, or intestate, and the plaintiffs being her 
next-of-kin: see Clowes v. Hilliard (4 Ch. D. 413), and Stockley v. Parsons 
(45 Ch. D. 51). The defendant Clark had taken no part in the breach of 
trust, but he had put in a defence to the action, siding with Fletcher and 
P that there had been no breach of trust. On that ground his 
venggs oa not give Clark his costs, but he did not give costs against 
him. ere would be a reference to the registrar for the appointment of 
new trustees.—OCounsgeL, W. F. Taylor, Q.C., and MacConkey ; McCall, 
Q.C., Rotch, and H. Cuningham; Pickford, Q.C., Segar, and Cleave. 
Soricrrors, Horrocks ¢ Christian-Jones, Liverpool; Masters § Rogers, 


Liverpool. 
[Reported by F. O. Rozixson, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re THE MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS (CORRUPT AND ILLEGAL PRACTICES) 
ACT, 1884. Ex parte PENNINGTON. Div. Court. 8th Feb. 


MunicrpaL CorporaTion—E ection or CounciLLoRS—RETURN or ExPEnszs 
—Lranrmty To Make Rervrn, attHoucH No Expenses WERE ACTUALLY 
Incurrep—Monicrpat Exzcrions (Corrupt Practices) Act, 1884 (47 & 
48 Vicr. c. 70), 8. 21, suB-sEcTions 4, 7. 


In this case cou rte that Mr. John Down Pennington. 
might be relieved from the penalties imposed on y sub-sec on 4 of 
section 21 of the Municipal Elections Act, 1884, for having inadvertently 
omitted to make return within the specified time of his election expenses. 
The fact was that Mr. a being the only candidate at the last 
election of councillors for the Wellington Ward of the county borough of 
Hanley, he had incurred no ex whatever. A short time back the 
case of Ez parte Robson (18 Q. B. D. 336) was brought to his notice, in 
which a Divisional Court held that under precisely the same circumstances 
the candidate was liable unless a return was made as required by the Act. 
In that instance the court granted the relief asked. Section 21, sub- 
section 4, of the Municipal Elections Act, 1884, directs that after the 
expiration of the time for making such return and declaration, the candi- 


date, after election, shall not, until he has made a return and declaration, © 


or until the date of the allowance of such authorized excuse as is men- 
tioned in this Act, sit or vote in the council, and if he does so he shall 
forfeit £50 for every day on which he s0 sits or votes to any person who 
sues for the penalty. By sub-section 7 of the same section it is provided 
that if the candidate applies to the High Court and shews that the failure 
to make such return and declaration has arisen by reason of inadvertence 
or on any reasonable cause of a like nature, the court may make such an 
order and declaration as to the court seems just. 

Tue Covat (Lawrance and Riviey, JJ.) decided that the relief sought 
ought under the circumstances to be granted.—Counszt, 4. J. Ram. 
Sortcrrons, H. G. Church, for Arthur Challinor, Hanley. 


[Reported by Exsxixe Reup, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS (CORRUPT AND ILLEGAL PRAC- 
TICES) ACT, 1884. Er parte FRANCIS SMITH AND WARD. Div. 
Court. 8th Feb. 


MonicrpaL CornroraTtion—ELectTion or Councittors—Parintrer’s NAME 
Omirrep From OrrcuLaTep Bitis anp Tickets—PzNnaLTy—MUNIcIPAL 
Exzcrions (Corrupt Practices) Act, 1884, ss. 14, 21 (7). 


In this case counsel moved for relief under eection 21, sub-section 7, of 
the Municipal Elections Act, 1884, from penalty incurred by Mr. Franci# 
Smith, a candidate for the Northern Division of the Municipal Ward of 
Lambeth, and also on behalf of Mr. Ward, his printer. It a that 
certain posters had been issued with the name but not the of the 
pom upon them, and that tickets, for which a penny each was charged, 

d been distributed by the supporters of the candidate upon which the | 

rinter’s name had inadvertently not been published. Section 14 of the 
, Tequires that every bill, placard, or poster 


having reference toa m election shall bear upon it the name and 
address of the printer, and a candidate who permits the a 
or circulation of either without the printer’s name thereon shall be guilty 


of eed committed an illegal —— within the meaning of the Act, 
and liable upon summary conviction to a fine not exceeding £100. It was 
stated that Mr. Francis Smith had approved the draft of both the posters 
and the tickets in question, but ee that the printer’s foreman 
was used to election matters he had ted him to correct the proofs 
and not submit them to him. So soon as the mistake was discovered the 
posters were cancelled and the tickets, as far as possible, recalled from 
circulation. [Lawrancs, J.—Has objection been lodged by anyone # 
either the or the tickets ?—No ; nor is the present application for . 
relief opposed by anyone. ] 
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Lawrancs, J.—This a to meto be a case of inadvertence, and I 
think the relief asked o Beto be granted. 
Riotzy, J.—I am the same opinion.—Covnszt, Lacey Smith. 
Souicrror, R. H. Tatley. 
[Reported by Exsxixz Rep Barrister-at-Law.) 


REG. v. ROSE. C.C. R. 5th Feb. 
CrimmvaL Law—Conrrssion or Prisoner —ADMISSIBILITY. 


Case an the rene Fy ea Quarter onares no The 
prisoner, who was employ ya in the management 
was c od with having stolen certain sheep, poultry, corn, chaff, an 

8, the property of his employer. In his evidence at the trial on 
fre 12th of January the employer stated that, having reason to suspect the 
prisoner, he taxed him with the theft. It appeared that with to 
some of the stolen articles, the prisoner confessed voluntarily and without 
any inducement or threat being held out by any person in authority. 
Upon this he was pressed to make a clean breast as to the other matters. 
As to this the case stated: ‘‘ On cross-examination the prosecutor 
admitted that when he asked the prisoner about the corn he might have 
said, ‘ You had better tell me about all the corn that is gone,’ and he 
further stated that he would not swear that he did not induce the prisoner 
to confess about the corn.’”” The nephew of the utor, who was 
present at the interview, said that the prosecutor t ‘‘asked Rose to 
speak the truth, and said it would be better for him if he did so.’’ The 

mer was convicted and sentenced to two months’ imprisonment and 
was refused ; bail was also refused by pm eememy ont y Bg istrate on 
the 17th of November, since which time the prisoner had fo gaol, 

Tue Cover (Lord Russert or Kritowsn, O.J., and Hawxms, Matusw, 
Lawzance, and Wricut, JJ.) quashed the conviction. 

Lord Russgti or Kittowen, C.J., after stating the facts, said that, 
assuming that the statement made by the prisoner was made under 
circumstances which prevented it being given in evidence as a voluntary 
confession, the queation arose as to what course the 
ought to take. It was easier to say what he ought not to do than to 
define exactly what he should do. One was clear, and that was 
that he ought not to allow the whole of the evidence to go to the jury. 
Whether he ought to content himself with striking out evidence and 
telling the jury to disregard it or whether he t to the jury 
and impanel a fresh one was not a matter which was now before the 
court. At any rate, it was clearly wrong to admit it all. The question, 
however, was whether the evidence in this case was such as ought to have 
been left to the jury or not. It was the opinion of the court that the 
evidence was not such as ought to have been left to the jury. The rule 
was a very old one that a confession of a prisoner in order to be admissible 
must be free and voluntary. If it be said to him that it will be better or 
worse for him if he do or do not confess the confession was not admissible : 
East’s Pleas of the Crown, vol. 2, 659; Reg. v. Baldry (21 L. J. M. CO. 
130); Reg. v. Jervis (1 C. C. R. 96); and Reg. v. Thompson (1893, 2 Q. B. 
12). Counsel and solicitors conducting prosecutions should remember 
‘that a confession by a prisoner before it could be put in evidence must be 
|affirmatively proved to have been made voluntarily, and they should be 
ee themed pest ef tho ov sgh when baa ag 
t formed part of the evidence on w y relied. Lastly, 
originally accepted 
this case by the magistrates, and it was a greater pity that that was not 
done by the quarter sessions when the case was reserved for this court. 
Bail was not intended to be punitive, but only to secure the attendance 
of the prisoner at the trial. Conviction quashed. CounszL, Ernest E. 
— Soricrror, W. A. Watts, Huntingdon. The Crown was not repre- 
sented. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LONDON AND SOUTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. 
NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. v. BISHOP, PRATT, & CO. 
(Third Parties). Ridley, 7. 29th Jan. 


AND GREAT 
WARD & CO. 


/ Conrract—Carriacz or Goops—Orpzr to Deiiver To Persons OTHER 


THAN OriciInaL Consignzze—Oost or CarrracE—Novarion. 


This was an action tried before a J., without a jury. The - 
tiffs claimed £44 5s. for the carriage of bricks from Newark to Twicken. 
ham. The defendants had a contract to supply some bricks to Ward & 
Oo., builders’ merchants. The bricks were whened by the defendants 
from a firm at Newark, who consigned them, marked ‘‘ forward,’’ 
to the defendants at Twickenham Station. On 
at Twickenham Station the defendants gave an order to the London and 
South-Western Railway Co. to transfer the bricks ‘‘ fo ” to 
Ward & Co. Subsequently Ward & Co. gave a similar order for the 
transfer of the bricks to one Tomlinson. The railway company delivered 
the bricks to Tomlinson, but he failed to pay the carriage. e railway 
companies now brought this action inst the consignees. 
Leave was given to the defendants to in Ward & Oo. as third 


parties. It was contended for the defendants that there had been a/| N 
novation, for the railway company had treated Ward & Co. as the owners | go 


of the bricks; in the alternative the defendants were entitled to an 
indemnity from Ward & Co. On behalf of Ward & Oo. it was argued 
that if they were liable to indemnify the defendants, they were in turn 
entitled to be indemnified by Tomlinson. 

Ruvtey, J., said that in his opinion the defendants, who were the 
original consignees of the bricks, were liable to the plaintiffs for the cost 
of carriage from Newark to Twickenham. The ts’ contention 
was that by reason of the fact that the defendants had ordered the 
to be transferred “‘ carriage forward’’ to Ward & Co., and that 


ard & 




























So caisany tak toes ta They had no doubt 


written | : 
**T presume I am to apply to Mr. Tomlinson for the charges.” 
That was not h. They did not say, ‘‘ We accept instead 
of the defendants.” ‘The company did apply to Tomliason, but he failed 





necessary to discharge 
liable to the plaintiffs in this they 
eetion igh — parties, —— See 
parties t have over against Tomlinson. Judgment for plaintiffs. 
—CounseL, Acland; Clavell Salter ; Moyses. Souscrrors, Bircham § Co. ; 
C. G. Scott ; Coote $ Co. 

| Reported by F. O, Rovrnson, Barrister-at-Law.) 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


Furtuer Report on THe OConpvcr or Orvi Bustvess in THE QUEEN's 
Bgncu Drviston. 


The General Council of the Bar have had under their consideration the 
re of the Procedure Committee of the seoeeneess. Law Society 
( ead Oy ho sans See Sore on 8 See ‘anuary last) on the 
recommendations of the Bar Council contained in their dated the 
5th of August, 1897. The Bar Council are glad to notice the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society agree entirely in all the allegations 
formulated in the report of the Bar Council a present method of 
procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division, substantially concur 
conclusions and s of the Bar Council. At the time 


arrangements overlap and conflict 
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Bench Division is not sufficient to meet the 
the circuits contemporaneously (that is to eay, t throughout the legal 
year) and to provide for the accidents of illness and other contingencies 
which from time to time remove judges from active work The Bar 
Council would call particular attention to the suggestion of the Incor- 
Law Society for the appointment of a master of the lists whose 

uty it should be to arrange and group causes in particular courts, and to 
their unanimous recommendation for the total abolition of Divisional 


Courts. 
Feb. 7. 


eageipusente of London and 





WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held at the Law Library, Worcester, on 
the 31st of ye a The members present were: Mesers. F. R. Jeffery 
| me ne F. Corbett, J. H. Yonge, T. G. Hyde, W. P. Hughes, E. A. 

vis, T. R. Quarrell, R. A. Essex, H. March, W. T. Curtler, T. H. 
Gallaher, A. E. Lord, G. F. 8. Brown, J. Stallard, jun., A. A. Maund, 
T. G. Dobbs, S. B. Garrard (honorary treasurer), and W. B. Hulme 
(honorary secretary). 

The report of the committee and the bonorary treasurer’s accounts for 
the past year were received and adopted, and the following officers of the 


WORCESTER AND 


society were re-elected for the ensuing year—namely; President, Mr. F. 
R. Jeffery ; vice-president, Mr. W. W. A. Tree; honorary treasurer, Mr. 
8S. B. Garrard ; and honorary secre Mr. W. B. Hulme, 


. tary, 

Messrs. T. Southall, F. Corbett, E. A. Davis, J. H. Yonge, and A. J. 
Beauchamp were re-elected members of the committee, in addition to the 
officers of the society, and Messrs. G. F. S. Brown and W. T. Curtler 
were re-appointed auditors. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of fifty-four members and seven 
subscribers, as compared with fifty-two members and eight subscribers at 
the end of last year. 

Land Transfer Act, 1897.—A Bill drawn, meeting many of the objections 
to previous Bills, was introduced in the House of Commons last session. 
It was not mp, ne by the Incorporated Law Society and in due course it 
became law. Your committee, whilst recognizing the important modifi- 
cations and alterations in the Bill as compared with the Bills previously 
introduced, deprecated its making the registration of titles compulsory, 
and advocated the consolidation of the law, and passed a resolution to 
that effect which was in due course forwarded to the Incorporated Law 
Society. The Act as — — that the experiment of compulsory 
registration shall, in the first instance, be co to the whole or part of 
one county, the county council of which is to adopt the Act. 
The desirability of the adoption of the Act in the county of Worcester 
came up before the county council in September last, aud was referred to 
the General Purposes Committee of the council for consideration. Your 
committee thereupon passed a resolution to the effect that opposition to 
the Act by the profession was withheld upon the ground of its experi- 
mental character, and suggesting that it should not be tried in the county 
of Worcester until it had been first tried in some other district, and found 
to be for the good of the community. Itis understood that subject to 
the approval of the courty council of London, the Act will first be tried in 
the county of London, or a part thereof, a pledge to that effect having 
been given when the Act was d. The committee are of opinion that 
the. provisions of the Act as to the registration of the title to land, will 
not, when tried, prove to be to the advantage of the public. Tn the 
mean » in order to render such provisions still more unnecessary, your 
committee feel that the profession should do their best to promote and 
secure the passing of all such well-considered amendments of real property 
law as will tend to simplify conveyancing. That part of the Act estab- 
li areal representative is of much importance and will require the 
careful attention of practitioners. It came into operation on the Ist of 
January, 1898. 

Stamping debentures.—It has been decided in the case of Rowell v. Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue (2 Q. B. 423), that where there is an obligation 
to redeem debentures at a premium, the debentures must be stamped to 
cover the premium as well as the amount secured. This does not appl 
to a mere option to redeem. The Inland Revenue have expressed the 
willingness to allow companies to o pay the additional duty against a receipt 
specifying the debentures cover y the payment, and the debentures 
will, on production, be stam: evel yy 

Trustee solicitor’s costs.—It is underat that, as a result of communi- 
cations which have passed between a member of the Liverpool Law 
Society and the Controller of Inland Revenue no claims will be made for 
legacy duty on the proper costs of solicitor trustees who have express 

under the will to make the usual professional charges. In con- 
nection with these costs, it may be por that a solicitor trustee who 
defends a creditor's action where the testator’s estate is insolvent is not 
entitled to his profit costs (Re White, Purnell vy. Franklin, Soxtcrrons’ 
JOURNAL, Jan. 22, 1898). 

Receipts or deposits on contracts for sale.—The result of a correspondence 
with the Controller of Inland Revenue has been to elicit the opinion that 
where the receipt for the deposit on a contract for sale is in effect distinct 
from the contract itself, and is signed by the person receiving the money 
‘*as stakeholder,” it must be stamped with the duty of one penny. The 


society’s form of contract comes within this rule. 

County Court Rules.—In March last new rules were issued which, in the 
opinion of your committee, in common with that of most of the societies 
throughout the kingdom, were calculated to harass and delay plaintiffs in 

In conjunction with such societies 


the recovery of their just demands. 


your eociety protested against the rules, and. they were withdrawn. 
Farther rules have been drafted and have been considered by your come. 
mittee. Such rules are.an improvement upon those previously issued, but 
your committee are of opinion that they might with advantagerbe 
further altered so as to allow plaintiffs to enter plaints within the district 
in which the cause of action in whole or part arises in cases where more 
than one application has been made to the defendant. without any denial 
of liability. A resolution to this effect has been forwarded to the Incor- 


porated Law Society. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 7—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—After the transaction of 
+ business, Mr. P. H. Edwards moved: ‘‘ That the decision of the 

urt ot poem Hunt v. Hunt (67 L. J. R., Q. B. D. 18) was t,”” 
Mr. J. W. Weigall opgoed The debate was continued by Messrs, 
J. F. W. Galbraith, W. J. Boycott, A. W. Sells, and Neville Tebbutt. 
Mr. P. H, Edwards replied. The motion was carried by one vote. 








SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on the 9th of 
February, Mr. Henry Morten Cotton in the chair. The other directors’ 

resent being: Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), William Geare, Samuel 

arris (Leicester), Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Richard» 
Pennington, J.P., Sidney Smith, Richard W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert; 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). It was announced that the anniversary dinner 
of the association had been fixed for Wednesday, the 15th of June, atthe 
Whitehall Rooms, Hétel Métropole, when J —_ Addison, Esq., had 
consented to preside. A sum of £476 103. was distributed in grants of 


relief, eight new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frvat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 17th and 18th January, 
1898 : 


Adgie, John Glanley, Ernest David 
Allen, Ernest Glover, Alfred Ernest 
Badham, Lewis George Guedalla, Jacob 

Baker, Harold Gunn, Herbert Oswald, B.A. 
Baker, Hugh Bernard Hadfield, Ernest 

Bates, Ernest Lionel Hand, Thomas 


Beach, Ellis Hicks Hanne, Herbert Curtis Lee 


Beach, Henry Granville Harris, Sydney Edmund 

Benson, ph Herbert, M.A., Hartland, Linton Sidney 
B.C.L. H , Edward Nares, B.A. 

Blewitt, Matthew Clive H ues, Ralph Quixana 


Bowman, John Broughton 
Bradford, William James 
Brierley, George Herbert 
Brigg, William Anderton 
Butterfield, Frank Wildman 
Capel, Ernest Amphlett. 
Cleaver, Harry Reginald 
Cooper, Charles D’Oyley, B.A. 
Cornock, David Stroud 
Cottier, Charles Edward 


= obert Barrow m 
odgson, George Edgar, B.A. 
Hollebone, Oswald Frederick, B.A. 
Holt, Arthur 

Hunt, Walter John 

Jenkins, Ralpb Percival 

Jennings, Thomas 

Johnstone, Leopold Foster 

Jones, Aneuria 

Jones, John Eustace 


Cox, Thomas Berridge King, Hugh John 
Crerar, Alfred Kite, Edward Bagehot 
Cresswell, William Warneford Leach, Basil 

Crisp, John Wilson Leonard, Harry 
Crombie, Norman Thompson Lermitte, Claude Sutton. 
Crook, Algernon Lewis, Evan David, B.A. 
Darch, Francis William Lewis, James Hubert 
Davies, Arthur Lockett, George Gordon 
De Frece, Alfred Lowenthal, Sidney, B.A. 


Dixon, Clive Fletcher 

Druce, Francis, B.A. 

Dyson, William Ellis 

Eastley, John Beckley 

= Ernest Haughton Radcliffe, 


B.A. 
Evans, Richard William Picton 
Evans, Thomas Henry Royston 
=m Isaac Arthur Huskisson, 


Everitt, Clement 

Ferens, John Johnson Tiil 
Findlay, John, B.A. 
Franckeiss. 


Luxmore, Launcelot Alfred, B.A. 
McLellan, John Stuart 
Maidment, Leonard Rodolph 
Manks, George Henry 
Marchant, William Augustus 
Marquis, Robert 

Mather, Charles Leonard 
Maudling, George Terry 

Mead, Philip Clement 

Meade, Francis Henry, B A. 
Meaden, Louis 
Minton-Senhouse, Alfred Darby 
Morris, Percival Darter 





, John Henry Mumford, Guy Sallent 
FE , Bertram ~ wicca Newey, Edwin 
Frith, William Newman. Joseph Harker 
Gatey, George O’Donnell, Patrick Michael 
Glaisyer, Ord, William Henry 
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Phillips, John Le 
Pritchard, Herbert Arthur 
Pumfrey, Henry 

Punchard, James Septimus 


, F. 8. Gaylor, A. Jolly, J. H. 
‘ebbutt, and A. E. 
of the 


, Clement Harry 
ea, Cetige Rodhouse 


, Martin Rees 
Richardson, Percival Blythe 
berts, Francis Edmund Ville- 


Robinson, John James, B.A. 





Sewell, Hubert Woodville, B.A. 
Shaw, Frederic John 

Shaw, John Vincent 

Shelton, Edward Lyon 
Shillitoe, Francis an 


Winser, Joseph Croydon 
Reginald J 


Worth, Edward Lyttleton 
Youll, John Harold 


Spencely, Hugh Despenser 
Steel, Thomas Samuel 
Taylor, Gilbert John 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 19th of January, 


Alexander, Ernest Arthur 


Lake, Francis John Cleverly, B.A. 
Almond, Arthur James 


Lewis, Frederic Gustave, B.A. 
Linton, James Mitchelson, B.A. 


Attwood, Willia: 
Barnes, Harold Douglas 
Beale, John Field, B.A. 
Bell, John Sackville 
Booth, Ernest George 
Boulton, Walter Mountford 
Briggs, Edgar F: 
Brooks-Hill, Frede 
Browne, Bertie Frederick 
Burrows, Sterndale, B.A. 
Cary, Charles Frederick 
Church, Frederick Basil Braby 
Clarke, Lionel William, B.A. 
Coburn, Francis Isaacs 
Davies, Hugh Ohristopher 

H Milner 


Demaine, Hanson Anthoney 
Dickinson, Godfrey Nix, B.A. 
Donald, Stuart Burton 

Duck, William Birdsall, M.A. 


Duke, Joseph Ra 
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instrument by which, on solemn occasions, the will of the Queen can be 
. Absolute faith is universally given to any document _- 
ing to be ~ rad = Great Seal, as having been duly sealed with it by the 
au of the . 








MR. JOHN CUTLER, Q.C..ON THE TRIAL OF 
COMMERCIAL CASES. 


Ar the monthly dinner of the Article Club, held on the 2nd iost., Mr. 
John Cutler, Q.C., in opening the debate on ‘‘ Commerce and Law,”’ said he 
rose to do so with many feelings of misgiving. The subject was one of too 
great magnitude for exhaustive treatment in an after-dinner speech. He 
wished at once to say that the speakers who followed would have perfect 
liberty to speak on any phase of the question which they chose. It would be 
a waste of time for him to indulge in platitudes as to commerce, or in an 
academic discussion of law, but he would try to state briefly what had 
recently been done to bring the law and the administration of it into 
harmony with the requirements of commerce, and conclude with some 
remarks as to what ought to be done in the future to improve the existing 
state of affairs. Before doing so he would justify his action in linking 
commerce and the law, because commerce al the law were undisputably 
united in fact. Commerce owed much to the xgis of the law, and legitimate 
commerce could not flourish in any country where there was not a good 
administration of commercial law and competent tribunals for dealing with 
business disputes. But the legal profession also owed much to commerce. 
It was well known that commercial prosperity and legal p rity 
advanced hand in hand, and legal depression followed dosely in 
the footsteps of commercial depression. He wished to remind the 
company that England had been for centuries the premier commercial 
country of the world, and if it was to remain so those engaged 
in commerce must not rest on their laurels. He was conscious that 
what he was going to say had been said before in weightier words and by 
abler tongues ; but he always thought that the fable of the lion and the 
mouse afforded great encouragement to everyone who had the welfare and 
rosperity of his country very near to his heart ; and though the arguments 
e was about to advance had been hammered in a far more effective fashion 
by others, yet he hoped the tap of his puny hammer might not be without 
some good results. The day had gone by when our commercial supremacy 
was envied, but not disputed; we have now in the field of com- 
merce powerful and energetic competitors striving to get our trade from us, 
The efforts of those competitors up to the present time had met with a 
certain amount of success, and we could not shut our eyes to the fact. We 
must remember, however, that it is necessary for England to strain every 
nerve to keep well ahead in the race for commercial supremacy. We had to 
contend not only with the rivalry abroad, but also with difficulties at home. 
It was of no use employers of labour attempting to compete with rivals 
abroad if they were to be hampered at home by those whom they employed. 
The country just seen the termination of the engineers’ strike, and the 
loss from that strike to employers of labour was one which no amount of 
statistics could adequately show. The loss to the employed was also very 
great, and one which could scarcely be approximated, but the loss to the 
country in driving away trade was incalculable. He must venture to 
express the hope that the lesson of that strike would not be entirely lost. 
He hoped that the o ives would specially recognise that by driving trade 
out of the country they were diminishing the fund from which they drew 
their wages. He hoped, also, the working classes would be sufficiently 
intelligent to recognise that if they are to successfully compete with the 
workmen of Germany and Belgium they can only do so by putting in their 
best work, and by levelling up instead of levelling down the character of 
that work. Now he would ‘point out what had been done in the last ten or 
twelve years to bring the law and its administration into harmony with the 
requirements of the commercial community. First, as to the administration 
of the law, The law’s delays had become proverbial, and litigation had 
become almost treated as an expensive luxury. Commercial men, not know- 
ing when their cases were likely to be heard, began to fight very shy of the 
courts of law. They would almost submit to anything, and preferred the 
“grin and bear it” policy or the clumsy expedient of arbitration 
to settle their differences. He was happy to say, however, that that 
condition of affairs had passed away to a large extent. The change 
was not due to any action of the Legislature, but to a scheme which came 
into operation about three years ago. Her Majesty’s judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, on February, 1895, promulgated a scheme for the — 
trial of commercial cases. That scheme had been in operation since 4 
Ist, 1895, and, so far as he had been able to judge; it worked admirably. 
The number of cases heard under it was large and had cupallardhiy 
increased, and he believed the number would increase atill more if its 
existence was more widely known by commercial men. The principal 
advantages of the scheme were that it combined cheapness with expedition, 
and that the parties to actions knew almost to a certainty the exact day on 
which their cases would come on for trial, Further, they had in the 
majority of cases a voice in selecting the date on which a case was 
to be heard. There might be many in that room who were per- 
fectly familiar with the working of the Commercial Court scheme, 
and many, probably, who knew a great deal more about it than he 
did. But he ventured, for the benefit of those who were unacquainted 
with the scheme, to give an outline of the way in which it worked. 
It was solely for the trial of commercial causes, which had been defined 
as including those arising out of the ordinary transactions of merchants 
others those relating to the construction of 
mercantile documents, the export or import of merchandise, affreightment, 





insurance, i agency, and mercantile Directly an 


banking, mercantile usages. 
action of this kind was commenced application could be made to the judge 
? 


who was told off to take these cases to transfer it to the commerc 
and, at the same time that he did so, the judge gave directions that the 
points of claim and of defence shall be deliv so that it should be at once 
a gree what were the matters at issue. The judge also settled whether 
e case was to be tried by jury or not, and fixed a day for the trial. On 
that day, as a general rule, the case would come on. There would, ordinarily, 
be no a and none of the interlocutory proceedings which involved 
so much delay and expense in an ordinary case, although e judge had full 
power to allow them to be resorted to if justice required it. Under that 
system it would be seen there must be a great saving of time in bringing a 
commercial case to a termination, and he was told that the average time for 
disposing of a commercial case from the period when it was commenced up to 
the obtaining of judgment was about six weeks. That was the usual time, 
but in special circumstances, where it was necessary to dispose of a case 
uicker, the desired result could be obtained in a much shorter period. 
e would give them one or two instances of what had been done 
in the Commercial Court. The first was a case of a gps 
dispute which arose in March, 1895. The writ was issued and the 
action commenced on the 18th of April; it was transferred to the 
Commercial Court on 26th of April; it came on for trial on 7th of May; 
the trial took three days, and was all over on 9th of May. In another case, 
there was an action commenced on the Monday before last Christmas, the 
question involved being one of agency. ip pe was at a deadlock in 
the business until the question was disposed cf, and to make matters worse 
the Christmas vacation was close at hand. It was interesting to know that 
that case which began on the Monday was di of on istmas Eve, 
four days after it had been commenced. If that were not quick enough 
procedure, he would give them another instance. There was a dispute upon 
a marine policy. It was very important to save demurrage on the 
abroad. writ was issued at one o’clock on a Mondiy, taken to the 
judge who said, “Serve it to-day, and I will hear the case to-morrow at 
10.30.” He did so, and the decision of the judge went out by the 
Tuesday night’s mail. The place where the decision had to was served 
by a fortnightly mail, so if it had not gone when it did, there would have 
been a considerable amount more of demurrage to pay on the cargo. He 
had shown, he thought, that the p ings of the Commercial Court 
were very expeditious. He now wished to point out that the obstruction 
which formerly was a great source of delay was much less possible under the 
new system. He would give an illustration of that. There was an action 
brought on a marine policy. The defence was deviation from one 
oe in China to another port in China. The log book of the ship 
ing in China could not be produced, and an order was obtained b 
the defence to stay the proceedings until the log book was produc 
The plaintiff then applied to have the case transferred to the Com- 
mercial Court, which was done. For the defence attention was called 
to the order to stay, but the judge decided it was not necessary 
to wait for the log book, as there was a copy of the material entry 
in the log book to be found on the average adjustment, and so there was 
enough material before the court to pi upon. Asa result, the action 
was tried and adjudicated upon within fourteen days from its transfer to the 
Commercial Court. In the matter of expense the system under consideration 
was very satisfactory. It saved a great deal of costs, ee by 
avoiding the interlocutory applications, and the p ings were rendered 
much less complicated, and therefore less expensive. He knew of a case in 
which some important questions upon fire policies arose. Both sides 
concurred in submitting the case to the Commercial Court. In the result the 
costs of the proceedings amounted to £45 aside, whereas on the old system 
they would have been from £250 to £300. Such was the system briefly 
described, and he was sure it only required to be more generally known to 
become more generally resorted to. He would give them one more instance. 
A solicitor bed told hie of a case in wich a clisat came to him in reference 
to a commercial dispute, and was advised that he was on the right side and 
ought to bring an action. The client said, “‘I am not going to bring an 
action when probably it will not be tried for a year or so.’’ The solicitor 
said, “‘ When would you like it tried ?”” The client said he would like it tried 
ina week. The solicitor said he could not get the case tried quite so soon, 
but he thought he could ensure its being tried in about three weeks. The 
ame hes rought and the case was tried and completely disposed of within 
weeks. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Witrrip Ginson, solicitor, Hexham, senior member of the firm of 
R. & W. & J. Gibson, of that town, has been appointed Clerk to the 
County Magistrates for both Tindale Ward and Bellingham Divisions. 
He has also been appointed by Sir Edward W. Blackett, Bart., the lord of 
the manor, Steward of the Manors of Henshaw, Melcridge, Ridley, and 
Thorngrafton. Mr. Gibson was admitted Easter, 1871. 


Mr. Jasrzr Grrson, LL.B. (Lond.), solicitor, Hexham, junior member 
of the firm of R. & W. & J. Gibson, has been appointed Clerk to the 
ae Salmon Conservancy Board, in succession to his late father, Mr. 

hard Gibson. Mr. Jasper Gibson was admitted February, 1886. 


Mr. Wri11am Cuartzs Trevor, solicitor, of Guisborough and North-. 
allerton, has been appointed Clerk of the Peace and Olerk of the County 
Council of the North Riding of Yorkshire. He was admitted in Trini 
Term, 1866, and has beenmde clerk of the since 1872, 
deputy clerk of the county since its f in 1889. 
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The Council of Legal Education have appointed Mr. J. R. V. Mancuanr 
and Mr. J. M. Govzn, barristers, Members of the General Board of 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vurions. 


Epnean Atzxanpse Bayiis and Rossrr Parcs, solicitors (Baylis & 
Pearce), Church Court chambers, Old Jewry, and 
Golden-lane, London. Jan. 31.’ The said Robert Pearce will continue 
to carry on the said business under the style of Baylis, Pearce, & Co. 


Epwarp Browntow Hayearta and Cuaries ArtTuur LAwRsEncer, 
solicitors (Haygarth & Lawrence), Cirencester. Dec. 31. 


[ Gazette, Feb. 4. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Frances Matrtpa Unwin.—A reward of £100 will be paid to any person 
giv such information as will lead to the recovery of the last will of 
‘ ces Matilda Unwin, widow, deceased, who, since 1890, chiefly 
resided in Kensington, London, but before that date, and occasionally 
afterwards, at Brighton and Bath. Information to be given to Messrs. 
Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt, solicitors, No. 16. St. Andrew-street, Holborn- 
circus, London. 





GENERAL. 


The Pall Mali Gazette says that Mr. J. Davies-Williams, town clerk of 
Sonthpoet, and formerly deputy town clerk of Cardiff, who was awarded 
the gold medal at the recent examination for the degree of LL.D. of 
London University, is the first Welshman who has achieved that dis- 
tinction. 


A return prepared by Mr. F. 8. Jackson, the registrar of the Mayor’s 
Court, of actions tried before that court last year shews that 410 suits 
were heard, of which 131 came before the recorder, 243 before the 
common serjeant, and 36 before the assistant j . Of these 328 
resulted in a verdict for the plaintiffs and 58 for the defendants, 13 non- 
suits were entered, and in 11 the juries were discharged or the cases with- 
drawn. The suits involved sums ranging between £2,300 and £10. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their si on 
Wednecday. Their first list of causes contains os for = 
namely, from New South Wales four, Bengal three, 
two, Oudh two, and Allahabad, Canada, New Zealand, Constantinople, 
and Ontario one each. There are also two tions for the extension of 
letters patent to be heard, and three judgments to be delivered in 


colonial appeals. 


By the death of Mr. John Fish Pownall, says the St. James’s Gasette 
which took place this week, at his residence in Russell-square, the Bar 
loses one of its oldest members, the deceased gentleman ha been 
admitted a student of Lincoln’s-inn as far back as November, 1 and 
called to the Bar there in November, 1843. Mr. Pownall was a justice of 
the peace for Middlesex, and was in his eighty-first year. He had, 
however, retired from practice at the Bar for some years past. 


The ceremony connected with the introduction to the House of Lords 
of the Lord Chancellor on his elevation to an earldom is thus described 
by the Daily News: ‘‘ His manner of introduction was unique. He was 
on the Woolsack wearing his black robe when the announcement of his 
new honour was made; but he departed at once, carrying his own official 

urse instead of leaving it to the Purse Bearer. Immediately afterwards 

Viscount Tiverton and Earl of Halsbury returned with reinforcements, 
the whole band arrayed like Solomon in all his glory. First came Black 
Rod, then the King-at-Arms, next the Earl Marshal (Duke of Norfolk), 
afterwards the Great Chamberlain (Lord Ancaster), and Lord 
Halsbury, with his sponsors, the Earls of Coventry and Jersey. This 

rgeous procession paced with stately step and slow towards the Throne, 

wing plentifully as they went. Now came the particular in which the 
introduction differed from others. Had the chief not been 
Lord Chancellor, he would have been led to the Woolsack, there to 
present his patent to the occupant of that awkward seat; but as the Earl 
of Halsbury could not march up to himself, he went to the Throne, from 
round which the railings had been specially removed, knelt on the foot- 
stool, and deposited his roll of parchment on the Throne itself, King-at- 
Arms in his blazing tabard critically superintending the ‘ormance, 
while the rest of the band stood at the foot of the steps. the pro- 
a oe, wended its way to the table where one of +> c 
Halsbury’s patent, a fine parchment, — umin- 
ated with coats of Li, gener read it so that nobody but the nearest 
could tell what he said. Thereupon the was continued to the 
front bench third from the Throne—the Earls’ bench for ceremonial pur- 
poses, but used by any peers on ordinary occasions. There the new earl 
and his sponsors eeated themselves, rose and bowed to the Throne, 
repeating the movements a second and a third time, the four officials 
standing opposite them and bowing in unison. If the central had 
not been Lord Chancellor, he would have got no further, but office 
pre him precedence over all other peers but the Archbishop of Canter- 
ury and members of the Royal Family. Therefore he with his 
opposite elde—where the ‘sliding, stnding, and bowing were repented. 
te side—w! t > . were repeated. 
Finally he seated himself on the Woolsack. 
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particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 


re 


ROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


THE P 


15.—Messrs. Desewnam, Tewson, Fanuen, & Barworwa at the Mart, at 2 
Modern Freehold Premises in Drary-lane; let at £290 per annum. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, Feb. 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lnorep ux CaAaxcery. 
a — Gotp Prorzrtizs, Luntep—By an order made by Wright, J., dated Jan 26, 
was ordered that the voluntary winding up be continued. feishs & Cohen, 3, 
Coleman st, solors for petners 
Bartisa Borxeo Trapixe axp Praxtixa Co, Lauren (tx Votuntary Ligurpatioy) — 
Creditors having any claims are nired to send in particulars to H. H. Wells & Son, 
16, Paternoster row, solors for liqui: 
East Nioet Goip Monxe Co, Lp meone om Laqumna tion) —Speiness os ave sequete 
before March 4, to send their names and — 
or claims, to Mr Herbert Edwards, Finsbury House, mba 
Farpgrice THe Great Gotp Minixo anv Recovery Co, ry Tiicenpensints 1804)— 
Gootibeee ae requized, on or before March 4, to send their names and addresses, 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to to Captain Bickford ugh Mr. T. H. Evans, 8t 
cure House, Eastcheap. Slaughter & May, Austin Friars, solors to liquidators 
Ne scay STEAMSHIP Co, Lamitzp—Creditors are pe on or before 16, to 
eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. A. 
ith, 30, Brazennose st, Manchester. Hill & Co, Liverpool, solors for ite oat 
RawtpaLt & Co, Liurrzn—Creditors are required, on or before send their 
names and and addresses, and the partionlenn of their debts or claims, to J. "A, Randall and 
H. P. Carter, liquidators 
Roxsuncne Parss, Linirep—Petn for winding up, preraie Feb 2 directs to be 


heard on Feb 16. Wetherfield & Co, 1, Gresham bi Guildhall, petners. 
motions 3 . must reach the chuvoauined not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon e! 


Union Learner Co, Lourep— age rs are required, on or before Feb %. to base] 
their names and ‘addresses, and the particuinrs of their debts or élaims, to 
Cecil Moore, 3, Crosby sq. Reed, solor for liquidator 


Unstourep rx CHANCERY. 


Mancuester Provipent Peemanext Benerit Buitpixa Socraty—Creditors are re- 

wet , on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

it debts or claims, to Mr A. H. Pownall, 42, Spring gardens, Manchester. Batty & 
ester, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Rictiuoxp Lovaz, Friéndly and Trade Societies Hall, Huddersfield, York. Dee 31 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Feb. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorzp m Caaxorry. 


Bapminron Cyoiz axp Compoxerts Co, Linrrep—Petn for windi Up, presen Feb 1, 
agente f e Pesta b Battiee Perkhietnan, stews eter > inom. Note Notice of ing 
or son, otice o ring 
must reach Coll er-Bristow & Co aot later than 6 o'elock to the of Fev 15 
Garyirxostapt Gop Mixixc axp Exrroration Co, Tanre>— Peta oe et up, pre- 
Feb 38, directed to be heard on Feb 16. Ga & Co, Gresh ‘ouse, Old 
Broad st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not ‘aot later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 15 
Loay anv Fivayce Corporatioy, | a dit on or before Feb ” 
¥: send names and addresses, and the panties of iret debts - claims, to 
Mr Egerton Hugh Edmonstone Hensley, 96 and 97, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st, 
& Johnson, 26, Austinfriars, solors for liquidator 
Newport axp Moxmoutasuine BILLPostiNa Co, cane ee required, on 
before March 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars sat their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Parry, Albany chbrs, Skinner st, ay ti ah 
Ropgrt Youpes Bitipostixe Sywpicare, eee we Ng ining * up. Lee sue Feb 
7, directed ,to be heard on Feb 23. Eldred & Bignold, : 11, Queen 
for petner. aegis of sepgeuting must ay the above-named not later than 6 veloc 
in the afternoon of 
SHorxerrens’ Surrurc tt “Linsey Creditor are required,'on or before March 8, to send 
their names and addresses the particulars of their debts or claims, te tamaeeal 
Williams, 12, Norfolk st, Fat, banchester 
a “ Westieien ” Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 4 
send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to 
William Robert Clark, 25, Water st, Liverpool. Hill & Co, solors to liquidator 
Textite Apvertisine Mevics Co, Lianrep (1 Liguipatiox) itors are required, on 
or before March 15, to send their names and a and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Mr. John William Gibson, Bindloss chmbrs, ri Chapel walks, Man- 
chester. Ashworth & Inman, a solors to company 
Warp & Co, Liuirrp—Creditors required, on on or before March 5, to send their names 
at Og sa and particulars of theis debts or claims, to Charles J. March, 3, Chureh 
Jewry 








FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Sapmax Sraz or Beruitenem Lopar, Triangle Inn, Triangle, near Halifax, York. 


Waventaze Provipest Sick axp Bexzrir Society, Mission Room, 136, Picton rd, 
Wavertree, Liverpool. Feb 2 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tuzspvar, Jan. 25. 
Borcorr, Cx Cu: , Flixton, Feb 28 Crofto Bo: 
7 untae Bin, Donde, aan — Suffolk, Esq e rofton v Boycott 
London Gazette.—Faripay, Jan. 28. 
Crorrs, Jacos, Newark upon Trent, Gent. March 1. Crofts y Burten, North, J. Nor- 
South Lambeth rd 


Jonzs, Groner, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Esq. March 1. Phillips v Jones and Owen, 


J. Jones, 
Szasnoox, Purtrr. Teson Farmer. Marchi. Seabrook v Seabrook, Keke- 


wich, J. Senith Romford 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 1. 


Baryes, IsaBevia apn, Broadstone, Dorset Marchi Elliott & Crawley, Verulam 
Gray’s 
Braxnanrt, Jacon, Battersea Marchi Birt & Follett, Town hall chmbrs, Southwark 


Bicxier, Axx Voxes, St Petersburg Feb 18 Godwin, Winchester 
Bracmwonz, Jaxx, Manchester “Feb 18 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
Brix, Brxsauin, Biddlestone, Wilts March 1 Keary & Stéites, Clttppenham 


Cuipwick, Jon Cisctuun, Went’ Hampstead “Feb 28 Blunt & Co, Gresham st 
Cuarmay, Taomas, Staplehurst, Kent March1 Stenning, Maidstone 

Dosisoy, Louisa, Fulham Feb 28 Sloper & Co, Wandsworth 

Duxrorp, THomas G ‘ewcastle upon Tyne, Steamship owner March 31 Forster 


Faruey, Cuantes Tavscorr, Truro Feb28 Chilcott & Sons, Truro 
Forrescug, Rosert Henry, Exeter March1 Bremridge & Luke, Exeter 


Hawiey Sanam Axx, Ardwick, Manchester Feb 28 Croften & Co, Manchester 
Hitt, Recixatp Eowarp Lake, Panfield, Easex April1 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 
ence | lnory al” Walton on the Hill, Liverpool, Rope Manufacturer March 1 Webster, 


pee, Clapton March 5 Harvey, Fenchurch st 

Leacock, Anna, Westbourne Park Feb 23 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 

Lerever, ALExanpeR, Stoke Newington March1 Crossfield & Co, Hackney rd 
Lippets, Many Jaye, Lancaster Feb 8 Sharp & Son, Lantaster 

Morrerr, Wit.14m Jonny, North Shields Feb 14 Davidson, South Shields 

Pavu, Caantes Pare, Faxed hed Lincoln’s inn, Barrister March 1 Dowson & Co 


Victoria 
Piraicxsoy, Many Isaze.ia, Ealing March1 Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
Riasy, Berry, Windle, nr 8t Helens, Lancs April4 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helens 
Rumson, Rev ApnauamM Hex.ey, Thorpe le Soken, Essex March 1 White & Son, Cole 


Satway, Many Feb28 Reginald Hodson, Goldhurst tee, Hampstead 
a Gzornce Freperick, Hampstead March4 Powell & Skues, Essex st, 


Sura, Jonn, Lianhamlach, Brecon, Farmer “March 18 Jones, Brecon 
Srantivorp, Janz Trypnexa, Hurst, Berks March1 Barrett, Slough 
same Miss Frances Feiecia, Weymouth st, Portland pl March 4 Winterbothams 


Tuomas, Rosarr WILLIAM, Slough Feb2i Dean, Slough 

‘Winter, Euma, Sheffield, Nurse Feb 28 Furniss & Co, Sheffield 

Wrues, Exizasetu, Rochester Feb 22 Wood & McLellan, Chatham 

Wrwpnin, the Rev Jouy, Sutton Mandeville, Wilts Feb 24 8S F & H Noyes, The 
Sanctuary, Westminster 


London Gaszette,—Fuivay, Feb. 4. 
Aten, Henry, Bath, Auctioneer March1 Stone & Co, Bath 
Baremax, James, Manor Farm, Harmondsworth March 4 Dean, Slough 
Barparorp, Sipsey Tuomas, Pall Mall March 25 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
Brows, Evizasera, Brigg, Lincoln Marchi2 HE & R Mason, Barton upon Humber 
Buturvant, Everarp, Mirfield, Insurance Agent March 4 Wilson, Mirfield 
Buse, Jos, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Horse Dealer March5 Burridge & Co, Shaftesbury 
Burver, Ewitia Mary, Nice March 31 Bolton & Co, Temple gardens 
Crapman, Ropert. eo Killingholme, Lincoln, Sloop Owner April 20 Nowell & Co, 


on Hum 
C.ussr, Franczs, Kirkley, Suffolk March 25 Ellen & Holt, Lowestoft 
Cotzman, Jonn Kemp, Poplar, Auctioneer March10 Bradshaw, Leadenhall st 
Compass | Saran Ann, Sowerby Bridge, York March 1 Cadman & Cadman, Cleck- 


Daciz, Gzonce Lanz, Exeter March 16 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 

Dartaston, Euma, Leicester March5 McAlpin, Leicester 

Darna, Tuomas, South Hornsey March 5 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 

E£vieray, Acyes, Windermere, Westmorland Feb15 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 

Frost, James, Cheetham, Manchester, Baker March 15 Sutton & Co, Manchester 
Perris, Mrs Jane, Milton Manor, Wilts Feb 28 Dixon, Pewsey 

Gray, Many Axy, Kentish Town Marth10 Stoker & Hansell, Gray’s inn sq 

Hatryes, Saran, Bognor March 1 Staffurth & Staffarth, Bognor 

Hayp, James, Esh, Durham, Farmer March4 Tarnbull, Durham 

Harvey, Hexry, Waxham, Norfolk, Farmer April1 Keith & Co, Norwich 

Winter. Mase Nowy, Shanklin, I of W March4 Blyth & Co, Gresham house, Old 
Hxvecoor, Josrrx Fraver, Old Compton st, Tool and: Metal Merchant March 5 


& Fawcus, Essex st, 
Heywoop, Erte, Bolton March 31 Coope, Bolton 


Heyrpz, Canistoraer Ocravos Voxpss, Brixton Marsden & Co, Old Cavendish st 

Hittox, Marruew, Tyldesley, Lancs March 4 Whittingham & Whittingham, Tyldedley 

eames 7 hl Camden Town, Bank Clerk March 25 Harwood & Stephenson, 

Hossoy, Henry, Sheffield Feb 28 Gibson, Sheffield 

Hopoegs, Saran, Kensington Aprill Malkin & Co, Martin’s In 

Hops, Many, Westward, Cumberland Feb 26 Hetherington, Wigton 

Horrox, Hexry, Stoke Newington, Builder March 4 Stansbury, Chancery In 

Jawzs, Coan.zs, Cheltenham, Innkeeper March 4 Dighton, Cheltenham 

Lagpex; Many, Cheshunt, Herts March 1 Howse, Abchurch yard 

ce ee ae aseame, Eaton pl March 31 Littledale & Lefroy, King’s 

Leaviey, James Faeperice, York, House Agent March 4 Mary Ann Leadley, 
57, Clarence st, York 

McKyteut, ALexanpes, Birmingham, Manufacturer Marchs Green & Williams, Bit- 

Moreax, Joun Henry, Cardiff, Stevedore March5 Belcher, Cardiff 

| Newror, Evizasers, Stourton, York March 21 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

| Nicuorxs, Exten Jane, Birmingham March 1 Westwood, Birmingham 

| Nicxots, Davip, Maldon, Essex, Tailor March 31 Beaumont & Bright, Maldon 

ee Y eas Renwick, Cumberland, Yeoman March 15 Little & Lamonby 


enri 
| Oates, Joseru, Clark’s pl, Bishopgate st within, Housekeeper March 1 Gane & Kilner 
Gt St Helen’s 


Permcs, Gzosez Best; Richmond March 1 Senior & Furbank, Richmond 
Pruz, Jota, Maidenhead March 4 Rivitigton’& Son, Féenchititch bids 





sso | dxareansor, Atrrep Maries, Hampstead March 15 Tatham & Procter, Lincoln’s inn 





odo oe wet k cecaue 


pictctyvis 


Feict 


a wicket sty 


: 


wlel of of & f oh vs q | vege vt wi cheb Roe seat ot a 


Banvai 
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Webster, 


oln’s ing 


n & Co 


jon, Cole 
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bothams 


yes, The 


nbard st 
umber 


ll & Co, 


Cleck- 


se, Old 
larch & 
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LO 


Pana, Onsnize Josare, Lakoie, West Africa, MROS March 18 Mary Victoria Prime, 


Rawiixs, Evex, Bournemouth Feb 25 Crossman & Co, Theobald’s rd 

— aemgmtagl=ag March 1 Monro & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Rosusap, the 5 ey Hencuies  Gaenge, Reoeee Be Baron, Rosmead, Westmeath, 
poner, Hussy, Hanipotead, Fee SS March 15 Jeunings, Kentish Town rd 


Sapuee, Jou, Shurdington, nr Cheltenham May 5 Wood, Winchcombe 

Sursox, Faaxx, Fulham rd March 25 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 

Sims, Joux, Cheltenham, Beerhouse Keeper March 5 Griffiths & Co, Cheltenham 
Biape, Grratp, Albany, Piccadilly March 25 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
guts, Witt1am, Eling, Southampton, Builder March 25 Coxwell & Pope, South- 
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Srauce, Rosznt, Horsford, Norfolk, Parmer March 12 Culley, Norwich , 
Stowe-Wiee, Joux, Tunbridge Wells,J P March 31 King & Oo, Queen Victoria st 
Joux, Greenwich, Licensed Victualler March 4 Sampson, Parson’s hill, 


Towanzp, James, Waterloo, nr Liverpool March 31 Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 
Tar.oan, Exiza Bansana, Kipgswear, Devon March25 Marsden & Co, Old Cavendish 


on, Manx, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer March 1 Jno Clayton & Son, Ashton 
Waxsnicx, Wit114m, Lancaster, Stonemason Feb28 Sanderson, Lancaster 
Wooo, Sanau Avy, Alkham rd, Stamford Hill March 1 Howse, Abchurch yard 
Ropeat Cuaaies Crarrex, U; Hornsey rise MarchS5 H H Wells & Sons 
Ware, a pper ’ 
































BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gasetie.—Fatpay, Feb. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Awrs, Txomas Anprew, Etwall, Derbyshire, Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 Off Rec, 


Recoomiat Gan 
Sa'esman 


Leicester 
aap, < Castes Oak.ey, aw. Stockbroker High 
Pet Nov10 Ord J 
sah. Hewry, Finsbury aon High Court Pet Nov P 
1 Ord Jan 31 Epwa 


wet “beans 
Beerhouse 


(oe ery 
Feb 11 


iL Fow es, Fraxcis ous, Hedland 

Biaxprorp, W, West Kensington, Umbrella Manufacturer chant Feb 16 

ie h Court, Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 1 » Gace 
z, THomas Amapens Tuorxtoy, Margate Canter' 

Pet Feb 1 Feb 1 yin 


Bus, :, rm. a Milk Dealer Leicester Pet 
Jan 3: 
Boris, ae Boutheen, Painter Portsmouth Pet 
an 
Cuma, Joux, Yeadon, nr Leeds, Shuttle Maker Leeds 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan ! 31 
Dext, Witt14m Ricuanp, New ct, Lincoln’s ian High 
Court i ae Bk 
K . Electrician High 


Dswuvnrst, rR 
Court Feb 1 “Ord Feb1 
Dvarayt, a Heyry Caapruiy, Hadlei Suffolk, 
Beerhouse kee; Ipswich Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Fecex, CHARLES LtTox, Bedford, Surgeon Luton Pet 
Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
Fowssa., Fraxcis Jouy, Redland, Bristol, Provision Mer- 
ristol Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1. 
Gace, , BA Lez oe Sudbury, Suffolk Colchester 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Hattazex, Jou, Bedminster, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet 
Jan 31° Ord Jan 31 
Horx, > Dove, Bramley, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 1 Ord 


Bowsox,, Auras, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Jan 29 12.15 Off Reo, 28, 


se, ARTHUR 7 
“Feb 1Lat11.30 The 
Geruna, Witt1aM Hervey, 
Labourer 
Swansea 
Massseam, 3 Joux, 
11.45 
Harnriso 
Hawxsiey, Wit11m, 





tune, Heusr, and. Jous and Jossra 


Kine, wg Bs “Walworth, 


Marsuatt, Watts, ~~ rs Groom 
Iswortn, W: Ba , Brighton, Jeweller Brighton Of Park st, 
=< el —% righton, Je righ ae seth Ro ~_y — me tact 


Jan 3 

Jean Gace te Honxsox, Aberdare, Grocer Aberdare ~ 11.80 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

ee, seme, | Walworth, Builder High Court Pet Feb1 


Kxow zs, Sithe + Lanes, Collier 
Wigan Pet beet “Ord Feb 1 
rd, Valuer High Court Pet Jan 


Lewis, Pryce, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon 
Pet Feb i Ord Feb 1 

Lomspen, James, Gateshead, Durham, 
castle on Tyne = Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

aomscmee, W, Earl’s Court High 


Panxes, Wi FRED DERICK, way, er. 
y; 4, 


Pet Fe ood Feb 


ae Jame © aban, aon Truro Pet 


Ord Feb 
ag ell Dorchester, Licensed Victualler 
ester Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Powsz.., Hexry Bassett, Westbourne grove High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 


Parrcuarp, Evaw Pierce, Bethesda, Saddler Bangor 


Watters, Exuizapers, 
“Dealer Feb 12 at 11.30 





Rezp, Roszrt Wapdz, Wiston, Pembroke, Grocer Pem- 
Rosgrts, E win ‘Bethnede, Hairdresser Bangor | 
, Evan WILLIAM, | 

Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
Sores,  Goonae, Bath, Bootmaker Bath Pet Feb2 Ord 


cranny Gores Jouy Dix, and James Henny Rooms, 
cadenaliclS. Clothions ers Leeds 





| Barren, Wru1ax W. 


Tox, H Pet Jan 3 Pet Dec 30 Jan 
bros Ep Sneinton, Nottingham, Labourer | BSD Ord dan : Birmingham Pet Jan |“ "Pet Jen32 mn High Cont 
—_—— 
ottingham Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 Bows, Tuowss Auapaxs Tuonssox, Margate, Journey Bont, oe, ee babes Otten: 
Taomse Je James, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Grocer Pontypridd | Feb 1 Feb 1 Ev. Somme Pontypridd 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 | Bows, ay Epwagp, ) Wiitem , Binaneiel Pet Feb 4 4 
Toryez, Txeopore, Birmingham, Corn Factor Birming- Investor High Court Tuomas, Torkard, Veterinary 
ham PetFeb? Ord ¥eb2 _ Borge, ewan Southwes, Fuster P ngeon, Ni Pet Feb 8" Ord Feb 8 
Waurrzsuirn, George, Scunthorpe, Lines, Greengrocer ALOnER, THOMAS OSBORNE, mar | 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan$1 Ord Jan 1 | Cason, Fame Cambridge Pet Jani7 Ord Feb? | 57, sigh Court Pot Janai Ord Feb 4 


Witxixs, Hazny Gzonros, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 


Jan $1 Ord Jan 31 Pet Jan 3i Ord Jan St 
Horxixsox, Joux, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb8 Ord 
Joux, West Electrician 
FIRST MEETINGS. Daweunet ee eb 1 ay ee Hieh 3 


Aus, Taouas Axpaew AseaED, Feb 11 | Ca. 
~ a Btwall, Derby Durrast, Eavest Huey 


Ee Water other 


Banu ot ’ 
3. Off Reo, &, Albert ra, = Fh ot | Fowsse, Fuse Gites 


SRO 
Milk Seller Feb 16 at 





“Ga te, ee Dugald, Me 2 


Feb 16 at tig Goh 


Coutse, Fauee, — Greengrocer Mar 3 at 9.30 
ao, Wasa abrupt bin 


"Feb 18 at 10.30 


Feb 12 at 12 Of 
Bedminster, 
SS — 
Hensert, Gt Yarmouth, 
Traveller Feb 12 atl Of Ree, 8, at, 
Sheffield 
Web 10'ot 13 or 


st, Bristol 
Ison, Hanae Hartshill, Warwicks, Innkeeper Feb 15 at 
Isworts. WILLIAM en ot, Deen Jeweller Feb 11 


London 
Ja anrionts, Fmornato tongs,” Birminghats Feb 14 


Ashton 
15 at1l 16, Wood st, Bolton T 


marthen 
Pet ben Ye , York, Fine Art Dealer Feb 16 
Feb1 Ord Febi Wirxt Haney Geonon, Brlesl, Builder Feb 16 at 12.30 
| Wenger Maees Sen eoel 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Tuomas Axpaaw Anrava, Bewall Shop 
es Darton on Trent Jan 8i Ord Jan 31 













































Feb 11 at 11 


pe Rei Meat 


Luz Taomas, Sudbury, Suffolk Colchester 

Gange, dacese Ord Jan 31 
tg, See, BE, poe Ieeds Pet Febi1 Ont 
Mengon, Qoteutn, Raat, PeOiep Leeds Pet Jan 29 Ord 
meamk r Ouancs Baxzar en Bate ot, AAAS, Ce: High 
1. Martin’s lane High 


{How gourt Lincoln's inn me Jaume, Gornes, Lease, YS 


Suffolk, 
Res, 36, 


Know iss, Ashton in 
Zi. "Bekrapiy ide, Care S Conpaiia Wanoe, Hotel Victoria High Court 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Feb? 


10a Be, law's Brat Grocer Ni Mon 
Toms, Sedbury, Bafa, Tankeeper athe Feb 10 Pincgeren, Men, lowport, 
Schoolmaster Newcastle on 


Lomsp 
ay ay ge ne’ Pet Jan a7 Ord Jan 31 


Boot Dealer Feb 16 at c 
Porn, Josera 
st, Bristol Dorchester 
Norwich 
, Butcher liat2 Of 


e, Baldwin 


Pet 
Soorr, Gnonae, Bath, Bootmaker Bath Pet Feb 2 Ord 
Seen: yangein lene, Opel Agent High 
} + eae Nottingham, Labourer Nottingham 
io He Rentgpelll, Geeem Fentygeis 


Pet Jan 31” 
Venquwe, Spanngs az, Bevel, Geel, Splinter 


Ma Patsoi, Garrowby, Line, Lines, Farmer Notting- 


Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 31 


Gt Grimsby 
wp Seer ier mat 


London Gasetie.—Tuxspvar, Feb. 8, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asonansans Joum Wellington, Salop Stafford Pet Feb 


li at 12 Bank- 





Carmarthens, 
Bera hes a deem tty Oar Bi 








Tpewich Pet Jan 81 “Ord Jan 
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Lan, Aver, and of Aseeee Les, Horsforth, York Leeds 

3 e 

Lixga, Tuomas Cuantes, Derby, Billposter Derby Pet 

Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Lvussock, Joux, Cadoxton, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
eb4 Ord Feb 4 

Boos, Bens, Yeovil, Fish Dealer Yeovil Pet Feb2 Ord 
e' 


Morn, Hexsert Georcs, Bournemouth, Newsagent 
Poole Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Ny. Grorce Txomas, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
Payye, Jrase, a, Licensed Victualler Birming- 
ham Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 
Pet Feb 3 Ord 
High Court Pet 


ets Yams Cambridge Cambridge 

3 

Ray. Jaurs, West Norwcod, Builder 
Dec10 Ord Feb 2 


Ricnarps, Wiii1am Henry, and Caaries Ricwarps, Car- 
diff, Outfitters Cardiff’ Pet Jan 24 e 

Roperts, Strantey Warren, Aldershot, Colonel High 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Feb3 

Sztvey, Arruur Mt = Worcester, Dentist Worcester 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 

Simcox, Bexsamux, West Bromwich, Dairyman West 
Bromwich Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Sixsuirs, Moses, Ashington, Northumberland, Boot 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan18 Ord Feb38 

Turck. Caarves, Shepton Mallet, Fishmonger Wells Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 


Trppetts, Toomas Apaws, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Maltster 
Dudl Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Artuur, St Columb, Cornwall, Baker Truro 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
me... Wituam Epwarps, Kin 
Plymouth Pet Jan20 Ord Fe 
WALKER, eI South Shields, Boot Maker Newcastle 
on et Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 
Warp, Pamir, Wolverhampton, Plasterer Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 
Waysem, Groros, Llandudno Bangor Pet Feb 4 Ord 
eb 4 


Toxxyy 


rise Devon, Baker 


RECEIVING ORDER R°USCINDED AND 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Coney, Lawrence. and Louis Coney, ‘Hatton garden, 
Watch Material Dealers High Court Ree Ord Dec 15, 
1891 Adjud Jan 7, 1892 Rese and Annul Feb 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aspect, Witttam Laxton, Leicester, Box Manufacturer 
Feb 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ow Caarites Oak.ey, Herne Bay, Kent Feb 17 at 

ieee, 2 bldgs, Carey st 
Broxvira ot a eres Feb 15 at 11 Bank- 


of ray South Hampstead, Stockbroker 
Feb 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Biaxprorp, Witi1am, West Kensington, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer Feb 17 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Boyz, Tuomas Amapexs Toorstox, Margate, Journeyman 
= March 3 at9 Off Ree, 78, Castle st, Canter- 

Boags, Esruer. es Milk Dealer Feb 16 at 12.30 

Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

eulan” Tuomas , nto trong Newmarket, Trainer Feb 
15 at 2.30 White Hart Hotel, Newmarket 

Crank, Witi1am Peer, St — s Wood, Butcher Feb 15 
at'2.30 Bankru itey bid: 

Cmem, a, og 


17 sou 
Cone, Bee Samven, — rate, Burnley, Glazier Feb 16at 3 
icholas st, Burn) ey 
, Electrician Feb 17 


change Hote’ 
Dewnurst. on dB ee veet 
at12 whey vida Carey at 
Fewster, Josern Antnony, Wisbech St Peter, Cambs, 
Stationer Feb 17 at 11 Court house, King’s Lynn 
Foster, Wituiamson, jun, Leeds, Feb 18 a at 11 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Hepiey, Joszrn, Sad >» Dasteame, Licensed Victualler, 
Feb 16 at 3 Off Rec, 8, A Ibert rd, ugh 
Hory, ng tet Bramley Feb 17 at 11 Rec, 22, 2 Park 


row, 
Hornox, apune, Leeds, Builder Feb 17 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, row, Leeds 
Enos Bnons, Gt 5 Gotan Smackowner Feb 15 at 
Off Ree, borne st, Gt G wee yh 
Samana te tA Henry ———— , Commission 
t Feb 16 at 2.30 Ban Sregeny baad Onepes 
Lazez, Epwarp, City rd, Finsbury sq, Valuer Feb 15 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Lewis, Davin Rays, Swansea, Lm aad Feb 17 at 2.30 Off 


81, Alexandra rd, Swa: 
Love, Aurrep, Battersea’ Feb 15. at 12.30 24, Railway 
London 


app, Bridge 
Mac acat.ay, ~s Earl’s Court Feb16 at12 Bankruptcy 


hon 


Tailor 


Parxzs, Wireap' Ropgrick, Upper Holloway, — Mer- 
chant Feb 16 at 12 ms Corea, Boer bidgs, 
si James, St Merryn, Cornwall, Farmer 


‘oe 17 at 
wen st, 
ne Feb 15 at 11.30 
on Bridge 
Feb 16at10 Off 
ties Ours Cambrid 
nem are Basser, West’ grove Feb 17 at 
cy bldgs, Carey st. 
pn 2 Joux Axprew, Stoke upon Trent, Chemist Feb 
16at8 Th North Stafford ‘ord Hotel, Stoke wpen 


ses ete 


e 
Parrcnarp, Evaw Pierce Dethook aia, C 
Feb 15 at 3.30 Ship Hote’ 

Roserts, Evan Witt, Bothen 
2 Laeanyy 9 go Shi 
LFRED, jun, 

Watll 17 | ler 
Gronce, bath 
Bristol 


ee jertiye 


Bootmaker reb 6at3 Off Rec, 
. Tailor Feb16 at12 65, High st, 


Sowersy, Grorcz, N 
Director F 


orthumberland, 5 Mamegns 
‘eb 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, ew- 
Stone bidgs, 


castle on Tyne 

Srepuens, Samvzt, Mee Goons ln, Barrister 
Feb 17 at 12 Bankruptey bldes bldgs, Carey 

Srurrarp, Wi.uranm, N Tan’ Feb at 1 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, B: 

Tanner, Samvet, Lianwade, ilway Secretary Feb 15at 
12.45 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Tuystatt, Joun Ropert, Rishton, | Draper March 9 at 1 
County Court house, ; 

Commission 


Viatt, Josern Henry, North Shiel Agen 
Feb 16at12 Off Ree, 30, ey st, Newcastle on 


ff Rec, Wolv 

We s, Harry Firzwituam, New Swindon Feb 16 at 11 
Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Wittiams, Rees, Pont 

High st, Merthyr Ty: 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


cester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 


+1 tet, 


Bass, ee Henry, Darlingt Bri yer 
on Tees Pet Feb1 Ord Feb2_ 

Biaxe, the Honourable Cuartes WiLi1aM Josera Hers, | 
C +d st, Piccadilly High Court Pet Dec10 Ord | 
Feb 3 

Bcasoroem Epsuuxp Grorcs, Charminoster, Dorset, Farm 
Bailiff Dorchester Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 4 

Biaxprorp, Wiit1am, West Kensington, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Jan13 Ord Feb 4 

Cuaxtox, Arruurn Aypersox, Bradford, Yarn Agent | 
Bradf Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Conearem James Faepericxk Joserx, Farnham, Surrey 

dford Pet Jan25 Ord Feb a 

Cav mg Tomas Butiock, Barry , Glam, Iron- 
monger Cardiff Pet Jan 14 Ord ry 4 

Dante, Matruew James. Rotherfield, Sussex, Draper 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Durair, Jeax, e, 
17 Ord Feb 3 

Evans, Jonx, Pontypridd, Commission Agent Pontypridd | 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Garren, Tuomas, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Veterinary 
Surgeon Nottingham Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Hawortn, Joux Atyrep, Accrington, Grocer Blackburn 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 


rT 





Jaruyicuey, Fervtwanp Ricuarp, Birmingham Birmiog- 
ham Pet Janiil Ord Feb3 


Kiva, “Jou, Walworth, Builder High Court Pet Feb 1 
Ord Fe 


Lez, Asstow, and Atrraep Ler, Horsforth, York Leeds 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Liver, Tuomas Cuanries, Derby, Billposter Derby Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Moox, Emma, Yeovil, Fruit Dealer Yeovil Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 2 

Morzis. Herpeet Georce, 
Poole Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Nye, Groras Tuomas, Rochester, Builder Rcchester 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Parxyyx, James, 8t ey pe Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
Pet Jan19 Ord Feb 3 

Peirce, WILLIAM, = me Jobmaster Wandsworth 
Pet Jan27 Ord Fi 

Pitts, Joux, Bs kg Boot Maker Cambridge Ord 
Feb3 Ord Feb 3 


n Stoke — Trent P Jan 29 — oe Dea 

USHTON, ILLIAM JAMES, per 
Preston Pet Jan 22 “Ord Febt 

Ry.anp, ALFRED, jun, Brassfounder Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan 22 Feb 4 

Setvey, Agtuur WILLIAM, Wolke, Dentist Worcester 

8 wt Feb 6 Ord Pubs ich; Dairyman West 

imcox, BgnJaMin, romwi 
Bromwich Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Tack, cadena, s 5 eapten Mallet, Fishmonger Wells 
Pet Feb 5 

TuornTon,  &., Cleckheaton, Jest, Machine Maker 
Bradford PetJani4 Ord F 

Trepetrs, Tsomas ADAms, Onaee Heath, Staffs, Maltster 
Dudley Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Toyxyy, Artuur, 8t Columb, Cornwall, Baker Truro 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Watxer, James, South Shields, Boot Maker Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Warp, Paiuir, Wolverhampton, Plasterer Wolverhamp- 
ton Jan29 Ord Feb3 

Wingeaem, Grorce, Llandudno Bangor Pet Feb3 Ord 

eb 4 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Goappy, Samvugt, Leicester, Warehouseman 
Adjud Sept 4, 1888 Annul Jan 29 


Leicester 


All letters intended for publication in : 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be a tic 
by the name of the writer. 





DRUGS WON’T DO. 


FREE TRIAL OF SOMETHING THAT WILL DO, 
You would be perfectly astonished if you were m: 
aware of the many of pounds absolutely thro 





e 
Wano, Pane, Wolverhampton, Plasterer Feb 17 at 11 | © 
erham| 


id, Painter Feb 15 at12 65, | ad 


, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan | 

coe, Jouy, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb 2 Ord | 
eb3 

Jonas, Rican, Llanfynydd Carmarthen Pet Feb4 Ord 


b3 | 
mt cae, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Feb4 | 


Bournemouth, Newsagent | 


Paizsti«y, Joux Anprew, Stoke upon Trent, Chemist | 


away from year to year upon so-called curatives that 
oisted to believe 


of the very poor. 

| wasted in this wa: in fact, it isto the ignorant 

_Torid themaeives of the various ailments which hand 
oe 


muscular activity, rosy cheeks, plu 
out medicine. , 


Austin, Joux, Churchdown, Glos, Nursery Grower Glou- | tissu; 
Bartow, Jouw Josern, po tend Derby Pet Feb4 Ord 
Feb 4 | 


ing, 


other Food B. and stim 
| Food Berge oe Tibbles’ VieCocoa is 
y 


pa pot it is claimed to =, 
ening powers are be: 
| hitherto saibclon tn the blstort > of on 

Merit, and merit alone, is what we 
Vi-Cente, 9ae we ane aoe 


SS Sasene. OUBNAL, 


into every % Tibbles’ ‘Vi-Cocoa, = 

concentrated form mang A go 8. and vitality, is 
nay, more than this, for to all who wish to 

the strif battle of life with ots endurance 
more custetnet exertion, it is absol stel 

| Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, can be obtai from all Ch 

| Grocers, and , Or from Dr Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 

| 60, 61, aad 62, Buohill-row, London, E.C. 

} 


M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st.. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Eéfgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 3 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
‘M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 


alua — 








BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 7 
For INVALIDS, 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, ' 
MEAT JUICE, 0... 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR ~ 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. a 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCO A 


BREAKFAST AND SUPPER. 














SPINK & SON > 
~ senpenttelly to 











